






NEHRU ON GANDHI 



By ]awaharlal Nehru 

TOWARD FRIiEDOM 
GLIMPSES OF WORLD HISTORY 
THE UNITY OF INDIA 
THE DISCOVERY OF INDIA 


NEHRU ON GANDHI 



Nehru on 

GANDHI 


A selection, arranged in the 
order of events, from the writings and 
speeches of JAWAHARLAL NEHRU 


NEW YORK 


The John Day Company 



COPVRTGHT 19-12, 1945, 1946, 1948, 

ItV rflF IQHN DAY COMPANY 

All ^hts reserved. This book, or parts thereof, must 
tit bo reproduced in any form without permission. 

This book is published on the same day in the Dominion 
of Canada by Longmans, Green & Company, Toronto. 



PUBLISHER’S NOTE 


With the permission of Jawaharlal Nehru, we 
present in this volume what he has said about 
Mahatma Gandhi in his writings and speeches over 
a period of years, arranged in the order of events 
in Gandhi’s life and work. Responsibility for the 
arrangement and editing is ours. At the end of each 
selection is a number referring to the list of sources 
at the end of the book. 


Richard J. Walsh 



GLOSSARY 


Ahimsa. Non-injury of animal life; non-violence. 

Bapu. a term of endearment for Gandhi, implying that he is 
the father of his nation. 

Bhagavad-Gita. The supreme bhakti scripture, which teaches 
devotion and action, not refraining from action. 

Brahman. A person of the highest Hindu caste. 

Harijan. The movement to eliminate untouchability and up- 
lift the depressed classes. Gandhi chose this word as the title 
of his newspaper. 

Hartal. Concerted cessation of work and business, in protest 
against a political situation or government action. 

KiiADi (Khaddar). Homespun cotton cloth as differentiated 
from foreign millmade cloth. 

Kiiilapiiat. The spiritual headship of Islam. 

Kshatriya. A member of the second, or governing and mili- 
tary, Hindu caste. 

Satyagraha. Non-violent warfare; literally, “holding onto 
truth.” 

SwADHSiii. A movement to promote home manufactures as a 
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Swaraj. National self-government. 

Taj Mahal. A beautiful mausoleum built by the Mogul Em- 
peror Shah-Jahan in memory of his favorite wife. 
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FOREWORD 


HOW can a book tell us about him and his 
strange and wonderful personality that has gripped the 
millions of India ? How can we find out from the printed 
page wherein lies that elusive and rarest of qualities which 
makes a man tower above his fellows and leaves its im- 
press on the ages to come ? This little man has been and 
is a colossus before whom others, big in their own way 
and in their own space and time, are small of stature. In 
this world of hatred and uttermost violence and the atom 
bomb, this man of peace and good will stands out, a con- 
trast and a challenge. In an acquisitive society madly 
searching for new gadgets and new luxuries, he takes to 
his loincloth and his mud hut. In man’s race for wealth 
and authority and power, he seems to be a nonstarter, 
looking the other way; and yet that authority looks out 
of his gentle but hard eyes, that jx)wcr seems to fill his 
slight and emaciated frame, and flows out to others. 
Wherein does his strength lie, wherein this power and 
authority? Has he drunk somewhere from the secret 
spring of life which has given strength to India through 
the ages ? . . . 

We who have known him for these many years in all 
his moods and activities and tried to fathom what lay 
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behind them, what distant horizon held his eyes, are still 
far from the end of our search. As ever he eludes us, 
though outwardly none can be more obvious than he is. 
Often we do not understand him; we argue with him and 
get angry sometimes. But the anger passes leaving us 
rather ashamed of our lack of balance and restraint. Only 
that pervasive influence remains and he seems to become 
the vehicle and embodiment of some greater force of 
which even he is perhaps only dimly conscious. Is that the 
spirit of India, the accumulated experience of the millen- 
nia that lie behind our race, the memory of a thousand 
tortured lives? 

While we have labored and grown older, a new genera- 
tion has grown up, also under his spell, but differently. 
For already to most of them he is a legend, a faraway 
mysterious figure, whom they have not seen or heard. 
They have not come into that intimate contact with him 
and seen him work those miracles on Indian humanity 
which we saw a quarter of a century ago. They take these 
changes for granted, and Gandhi's greatness also for 
granted. 

How will later generations think of him or feel about 
him ? I do not know. But I do know that his name and 
the stories that will cling to him will inspire our people 
for long ages to come. The truth is wonderful enough, 
but inevitably it will be embroidered and added to till 
something emerges which we would hardly recognize.^ 
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I 


TAGORE and Gandhi have undoubtedly been 
the two outstanding and dominating figures of India in 
this first half of the twentieth century. It is instructive to 
compare and contrast them. No two persons could be so 
different from one another in their make-up or temper- 
aments. Tagore, the aristocratic artist, turned democrat 
with proletarian sympathies, represented essentially the 
cultural tradition of India, the tradition of accepting life 
in the fullness thereof and going through it with song and 
dance. Gandhi, more a man of the people, almost the em- 
bodiment of the Indian peasant, represented the other 
ancient tradition of India, that of renunciation and asceti- 
cism. And yet Tagore was primarily the man of thought, 
Gandhi of concentrated and ceaseless activity. Both, in 
their different ways, had a world outlook, and both were 
at the same time wholly India. They seemed to represent 
different but harmonious aspects of India and to comple- 
ment one another.^ 

* * * 

While India was politically dormant in the prewar 
years [before 1914], a far country saw a gallant and 
unique struggle for India’s honor. This was South Africa, 
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where large numbers of Indian laborers and some 
merchants had emigrated. They were humiliated and ill 
treated in a host of ways, for racial arrogance reigned 
supreme there. It so happened that a young Indian bar- 
rister was taken to South Africa to appear in a law case. 
He saw the condition of his fellow countrymen, and he 
was humiliated and distressed by it. He resolved to do his 
best to help them. For many years he labored quietly, 
giving up his profession and his belongings and devoting 
himself entirely to the cause he had espoused. 

This man was Mohandas Karamchand Gandhi. Today 
every child in India knows him and loves him, but then 
he was little known outside South Africa. Suddenly his 
name flashed across to India, and people talked of him 
and of his brave fight with surprise and admiration and 
pride. The South African government had tried to hu- 
miliate the Indian residents there still more, and under 
Gandhi’s leadership they had refused to submit. This was 
strange enough, that a community of poor, downtrodden, 
ignorant workers and a group of petty merchants, far 
from their home country, should take up this brave 
attitude. 

What was stranger still w^as the method they had 
adopted, for as a political weajK)n this was a novel one 
in the world’s history. We have heard of it often enough 
since. It w’as Gandhi's satyagraha, w'hich means holding 
onto truth. It is sometimes called passive resistance, but 
that is not a correct translation, for it is active enough. It 
is not non-resistance merely, though ah'imsa or non- 
violence is an essential part of it. Gandhi startled India 
and South Africa with this non-violent warfare, and 
people in India learned with a thrill of pride and joy of 



the thousands of our countrymen and women who went 
willingly to jail in South Africa. In our hearts we were 
ashamed of our subjection and our impotence in our own 
country, and this instance of a brave challenge on behalf 
of our own people increased our own self-respect. Sud- 
denly India became politically awake on this issue, and 
money poured into South Africa. The fight was stopped 
when Gandhiji and the South African government came 
to terms.® 

« * * 


FIRST MEETING 

My first meeting with Gandhiji was about the time of 
the Lucknow Congress during Christmas 1916. All of us 
admired him for his heroic fight in South Africa, but he 
seemed very distant and different and unpolitical to many 
of us young men. He refused to take part in Congress or 
national politics then and confined himself to the South 
African Indian question. Soon afterward his adventures 
and victory in Champaran, on behalf of the tenants of 
the planters, filled us with enthusiasm. We saw that he 
was prepared to apply his methods in India also, and they 
promised success.'* 

• I have rcfcrrcti to Mr. Gandhi or Mahatma Gandhi as “Gandhiji,” as he 
himself preferred this to the addition of “Mahatma" to his namt . "Ji" is one 
of the commonest additions to a name in India, hcini' applied indiscriminately 
to all kinds of people and to men, women, hovs, ^rirls, and children. It conveys 
an idea of respect, something equivalent to .Mr., Mrs., or Miss. Hindustani 
is rich in courtly phrases and prefixes and sulFixes to names and honorific 
titles. “Ji" is the simplest of these and the least formal of them, though 
perfectly correct. 


* * « 
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THE ROWLATT BILLS 


India waited after the war; resentful, rather aggressive, 
not very hopeful, but still expectant. Within a few 
months, the first fruits of the new British policy, so eagerly 
waited for, appeared in the shape of a proposal to pass 
special laws to control the revolutionary movement. In- 
stead of more freedom, there was to be more repression. 
These bills were based on the report of a committee and 
were known as the Rowlatt Bills. But very soon they 
were called the “Black Bills” all over the country, and 
were denounced everywhere and by every Indian, includ- 
ing even the most moderate. They gave great powers to 
the government and the police to arrest, keep in prison 
without trial, or to have a secret trial of any person they 
disapproved of or suspected. A famous description of 
these bills at the time was: na vakjl, na appeal, na dalil. 
As the outcry against the bills gained volume, a new 
factor apfKared, a little cloud on the political horizon 
which grew and spread rapidly till it covered the Indian 
sky. 

This new factor was Mohandas Karamchand Gandhi. 
He had returned to India from South Africa during 
wartime and .settled down with his colony in an ashrama 
in Sabarmati. He had kept aw’ay from politics. He had 
even helped the government in recruiting men for the 
war. He was, of course, very well known in India since 
his Satyagralm struggle in South Africa. In 1917 he had 
championed with success the miserable downtrodden 
tenants of the European planters in the Champaran dis- 
trict of Bihar. Later he had stood up for the peasantry of 
Kaira in Gujrat. Early in 1919 he w-as very ill. He had 
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barely recovered when the Rowlatt Bill agitation filled the 
country. He also joined his voice to the universal outcry. 

But this voice was somehow different from the others. 
It was quiet and low, and yet it could be heard above the 
shouting of the multitude; it was soft and gentle, and yet 
there seemed to be steel hidden away somewhere in it; 
it was courteous and full of appeal, and yet there was 
something grim and frightening in it; every word used 
was full of meaning and seemed to carry a deadly earnest- 
ness. Behind the language of peace and friendship there 
was power and the quivering shadow of action and a 
determination not to submit to a wrong. We are familiar 
with that voice now; we have heard it often enough dur- 
ing the last fourteen years. But it was new to us in Febru- 
ary and March 1919; we did not quite know what to 
make of it, but we were thrilled. This was something very 
different from our noisy politics of condemnation and 
nothing else, long speeches always ending in the same 
futile and ineffective resolutions of protest which nobody 
took very seriously. This was the politics of action, not 
of talk. 

THE SAT\"ACRAHA MOVEMENT 

Mahatma Gandhi organized a Satyagraha Sabha of 
those who were prepared to break chosen laws and thus 
court imprisonment. This was quite a novel idea then, 
and many of us were excited but many shrank back. To- 
day it is the most commonplace of occurrences, and for 
most of us it has become a fixed and regular part of our 
lives! 

As usual with him, Gandhi sent a courteous appeal and 
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warning to the Viceroy. When he saw that the British 
government was determined to pass the law in spite of 
the opp)osition of a united India, he called for an all- 
India day of mourning, a hartal, a stoppage of business, 
and meetings on the first Sunday after the Bills became 
law. This was to inaugurate the Satyagraha movement, 
and so Sunday, April 6, 1919, was observed as the Satya- 
graha Day all over the country, in town and village. It 
was the first all-India demonstration of the kind, and it 
was a wonderfully impressive one, in which all kinds 
of people and communities joined. Those of us who had 
worked for this hartal were amazed at its success. It had 
been possible for us to approach only a limited number 
of people in the cities. But a new spirit was in the air, 
and somehow the message managed to reach the remotest 
villages of our huge country. For the first time the villager 
as well as the town worker took part in a political demon- 
stration on a mass scale. 

A week before April 6, Delhi, mistaking the date, had 
observed the hartal on the previous Sunday, March 31. 
Those were days of an amazing comradeship and good 
will among the Hindus and Moslems of Delhi, and the 
remarkable sight was witnessed of Swami Shraddhanand, 
a great leader of the Arya-Samaj, addressing huge audi- 
ences in the famous Jamc Masjid of Delhi. On March 31, 
the police and the military tried to disperse the great 
crowds in the streets and shot at them, killing some peo- 
ple. Swami Shradilhanand, tall and stately in his sanyd- 
sins garb, faced with bare chest and unflinching look the 
bayonets of tlie Gurkhas in the Chandni Chowk. He sur- 
vived them, and India was thrilled by the incident; but 
the tragedy of it is that less than eight years later he was 
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treacherously stabbed to death by a Moslem fanatic, as he 
lay on his sickbed. 

Events marched rapidly after that Satyagraha Day on 
April 6. There was trouble in Amritsar on April lo, when 
an unarmed and bareheaded crowd, mourning for the 
arrest of its leaders, Drs. Kitchlew and Satyapal, was shot 
at by the military and many were killed; it thereupon 
took its mad revenge by killing five or six innocent Eng- 
lishmen, sitting in their offices, and burning their bank 
buildings. And then a curtain seemed to drop on the 
Punjab. It was cut off from the rest of India by a rigid 
censorship; hardly any news came, and it was very diffi- 
cult for people to enter or leave the province. There was 
martial law there, and the agony of this continued for 
many months. Slowly, after weeks and months of ago- 
nized suspense, the curtain lifted and the horrible truth 
was known. . . . 

THE AMRITSAR MASSACRE 

All the world knows of the massacre that took place 
on April 13 in the Jallianwala Bagh in Amritsar, when 
thousands fell dead and wounded, in that trap of death 
from which there was no escape. The very word “Amrit- 
sar” has become a synonym for massacre. Bad as this was, 
there were other and even more shameful deeds all over 
the Punjab. . . . 

That year, in December 1919, by a curious coincidence, 
the Congress was held in Amritsar. No great decision was 
arrived at by this Congress because the result of the in- 
quiries was awaited, but it was evident that the Congress 
had changed. There was now a mass character about it 
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and a new, and for some of the old Congressmen a dis- 
turbing, vitality. There was Lokamanya Tilak, uncom- 
promising as ever, attending his last Congress, for he was 
to die before the next one was held. There was Gandhi, 
popular with the crowd, and just beginning his long 
period of domination over the Congress and Indian poli- 
tics. There came also to the Congress, straight from 
prison, many leaders who had been involved in monstrous 
conspiracy cases during the martial-law days and sen- 
tenced to long terms of imprisonment, but were now 
amnestied, and the famous Ali brothers just released after 
many years’ detention. 

CONGRESS TAKES THE PLUNGE 

The next year the Congress took the plunge, and 
adopted Gandhi’s program of non-co-operation. A special 
session in Calcutta adopted this, and later the annual ses- 
sion in Nagpur confirmed it. The method of struggle was 
a perfectly peaceful one, non-violent as it w'as called, and 
its basis was a refusal to help the government in its ad- 
ministration and exploitation of India. To begin with 
there were to be a number of boycotts — of titles given by 
the foreign government, of official functions and the like, 
of law courts by both lawyers and litigants, of official 
.schools and colleges, and of the new councils under the 
Montagu-Chelmsford reforms. Later the boycotts were 
to extend to the civil and military services and the pay- 
ment of taxes. On the constructive side stress was laid on 
hand spinning aiul the l{haddar, and on arbitration courts 
to take the place of the law courts. Two other important 
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planks were Hindu-Moslem unity and the removal of un- 
touchability among the Hindus. 

The Congress also changed its constitution and became 
a body capable of action, and at the same time it laid itself 
out for a mass membership. 

Now, this program was a totally different thing from 
what the Congress had so far been doing; indeed, it was 
quite a novel thing in the world, for the Satyagraha in 
South Africa had been very limited in its scope. It meant 
immediate and heavy sacrifices for some people, like the 
lawyers, who were called upon to give up their practices, 
and the students, who were asked to boycott the govern- 
ment colleges. It was difficult to judge it, as there were 
no standards of comparison. It is not surprising that the 
old and experienced Congress leaders hesitated and were 
filled with doubt. The greatest of them, Lokamanya 
Tilak, had died a little before this. Of the other prominent 
Congress leaders only one, Motilal Nehru, supported 
Gandhi in the early stages. But there was no doubting 
the temper of the average Congressman, or the man in 
the street, or the masses. Gandhi carried them off their 
feet, almost hypnotized them, and with loud shouts of 
Mahatma Gandhi kj jai, they showed their approval of 
the new gospel of non-violent non-co-operation. The 
Moslems were as enthusiastic about it as the others. In- 
deed, the Khilafat Committee, under the leadership of the 
Ali brothers, had adopted the program even before the 
Congress did so. Soon the mass enthusiasm and the early 
successes of the movement brought most of the old Con- 
gress leaders into it — . 
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THE GROWTH OF NATIONALISM 


The growth of nationalism turned people’s minds to 
the necessity for political freedom. Freedom, was necessary 
notjauly becaus e it was de gradin g to be dcpcndent_a iid 
enslaved , not only because, as Tilak had put it, it was our 
birthright and we must have it, but also to lessen the 
burden of poverty from our people. How was freedom to 
be obtained ? Obviously, we were not going to get it by 
remaining quiet and waiting for it. It was equally clear 
that methods of mere protest and begging, which the 
Congress had so far followed with more or less vehe- 
mence, were not only undignified for a people, but were 
also futile and incfTective. Never in history had such 
methods succeeded or induced a ruling or privileged class 
to part with power. History, indeed, showed us that peo- 
ples and classes who were enslaved had won their free- 
dom through violent rebellion and insurrection. 

Armed rebellion- seemed out of the question for the 
Indian people. We were disarmed, and most of us did not 
even know the use of arms. Besides, in a contest of vio- 
lence, the organized power of the British government, or 
any state, was far greater than anything that could be 
raised against it. Armies might mutiny, but unarmed 
peoj)le could not rebel and face armed forces. Individual 
terrorism, on the other hand, the killing by bomb or 
pistol of individual officers, was a bankrupt’s creed. It was 
demoralizing for the people, and it was ridiculous to 
think that it could shake a powerfully organized govern- 
ment, however much it might frighten individuals. . . . 

So all these avenues led nowhere, and there seemed to 
be no way out of the intolerable conditions of a degrading 
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servitude. People who were at all sensitive felt terribly 
depressed and helpless. This was the moment when 
Gandhi put forward his program of non-co-operation. 
Like Sinn Fein in Ire land, it taught us to rely on our- 
selves and build up our own^strcngth, and it was obviously 
a very effective method of bringing pressure on the gov- 
ernment. The government rested very largely on the co- 
operation, willing or unwilling, of Indians themselves, 
and if this co-operation were withdrawn and the boycotts 
practiced, it was quite possible, in theory, to bring down 
the whole structure of government. Even if the non-co- 
operation did not go so far, there was no doubt that it 
could exert tremendous pressure on the government, and 
at the same time increase the strength of the people. It 
was to be perfectly peaceful, and yet it was not mere non- 
resistance. Satyagraha was a definite, though non-violent, 
form of resistance to what was considered wrong. It was, 
in effect, a peaceful rebellion, a most civilized form of 
warfare, and yet dangerous to the stability of the state. It 
was an effective way of getting the masses to function, 
and it seemed to fit in with the peculiar genius of the 
Indian people. It put us on our best behavior and seemed 
to put the adversary in the wrong. It made us shed the 
fear that crushed us, and we began to look people in the 
face as we had never done before, and to speak out our 
minds fully and frankly. A great weight seemed to be 
lifted from our minds, and this new freedom of speech 
and action filled us with confidence and strength. And, 
finally, the method of peace prevented to a large extent 
the growth of those terribly bitter racial and national 
hatreds which had always so far accompanied such strug- 
gles, and thus made the ultimate settlement easier. 
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It is not surprising, therefore, that this program of non- 
co-operation, coupled with the remarkable personality of 
Gandhi, caught the imagination of the country and filled 
it with hope. It spread, and at its approach the old de- 
moralization vanished. The new Congress attracted most 
of the vital elements in the country and grew in power 
and prestige.® 

• * * 


A MOSLEM MEETING 

The political and the Khilafat movements developed 
side by side during 1920, both going in the same direction 
and eventually joining hands with the adoption by the 
Congress of Gandhiji’s non-violent non-co-operation. The 
Khilafat Committee adopted this program first, and 
August I was fixed for the commencement of the cam- 
paign. 

Earlier in the year a Moslem meeting (I think it was 
the Council of the Moslem League) was held in Allaha- 
bad to consider this program. The meeting took place in 
Syed Raza Ali’s house. M. Mohamad Ali was still in 
Europe, but M. Shaukat Ali was present. I remember that 
meeting because it thoroughly disappointed me. Shaukat 
Ali was, of cour.se, full of enthusia.sm; but almost all the 
others looked thoroughly unhappy and uncomfortable. 
They did not have the courage to disagree, and yet they 
obviously had no intention of doing anything rash. Were 
these the people to lead a revolutionary movement, I 
thought, and to challenge the British Empire? Gandhiji 
addressed them, and after hearing him they looked even 



more frightened than before. He spoke well in his best 
dictatorial vein. He was humble but also clear-cut and 
hard as a diamond, pleasant and soft-spoken but inflexible 
and terribly earnest. His eyes were mild and deep, yet 
out of them blazed a fierce energy and determination. 
This is going to be a great struggle, he said, with a very 
powerful adversary. If you want to take it up, you must 
be prepare d to lose e verything, and you must subject your- 
self to the strictest non-violence and discipline. When war 
is declared, martial law prevails, and in our non-violent 
struggle there will also have to be dictatorship and martial 
law on our side if we arc to win. You have every right to 
kick me out, to demand my head, or to punish me when- 
ever and howsoever you choose. But, so long as you choose 
to keep me as your leader, you mu.st accept my conditions, 
you must accept dictatorsliip and the discipline of martial 
law. But that dictatorsliip will always be subject to your 
good will and to your acceptance and to your co-opera- 
tion. The moment you have had enough of me, throw 
me out, trample upon me, and I shall not complain. •" , 

Something to this effect he said, and these military 
analogies and the unyielding earnestness of the man made 
the flesh of most of his hearers creep. But Shaukat Ali 
was there to keep the waverers up to the mark ; and, when 
the time for voting came, the great majority of them 
quietly and shamefacedly voted for the proposition — for 
war! 

As we were coming home from the meeting, I asked 
Gandhiji if this was the way to start a great struggle. I 
had expected enthusiasm, spirited language, and a flash- 
ing of eyes; instead we saw a very tame gathering of 
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timid, middle-aged folk. And yet these people, such was 
the pressure of mass opinion, voted for the struggle.^ 

* * « 


THE END OF FEAR 

Not for a few years of excitement and agony and sus- 
pense, but for long generations our people had offered 
their “blood, toil, sweat and tears.” And this process had 
eaten its way deep into the body and soul of India, poison- 
ing every aspect of our corporate life, like that fell disease 
which consumes the tissues of the lungs and kills slowly 
but inevitably. Sometimes we thought that some swifter 
and more obvious process, resembling cholera or the bu- 
bonic plague, would have been better. But that was a pass- 
ing thought, for adventurism leads nowhere, and the 
quack treatment of deep-seated diseases does not yield 
results. 

And then Gandhi came. He was like a powerful current 
of fresh air that made us stretch ourselves and take deep 
breaths, like a beam of light that pierced the darkness and 
removed the scales from our eyes, like a whirlwind that 
upset many things but most of all the working of people’s 
minds. He did not descend from the top; he seemed to 
emerge from the millions of India, speaking their lan- 
guage and incessantly drawing attention to them and 
their appalling condition. Get off the backs of these peas- 
ants and workers, he told us, all you who live by their 
exploitation; get rid of the system that produces this 
poverty and misery. 

Political freedom took new shape then and acquired a 
new content. Much that he said we only partially ac- 
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ceptcd or sometimes did not accept at all. But all this was 
secondary. The essence of his teaching^jis fearlessness 
and truth and action allied to these, always keeping the 
welfare of the^ m in view. The greatest gift for an 
individual or a nation, so we had been told in our ancient 
books, was abhaya, fearlessness, not merely bodily courage 
but the absence of fear from the mind. Chanakya and 
Yagnavafka had said, at the dawn of our history, that it 
was the function of the leaders of a people to make them 
fearless. But the dominant impulse in India under British 
rule was that of fear, pervasive, oppressing, strangling 
fear; fear of the army, the police, the widespread secret 
service; fear of the official class; fear of laws meant to 
suppress, and of prison; fear of the landlord’s agent; fear 
of the moneylender; fear of unemployment and starva- 
tion, which were always on the threshold. It was against 
this all-pervading fear that Gandhi’s quiet and deter- 
mined voice was raised : Be no t afraidL 

Was it so simple as all that? Not quite. And yet fear 
builds its phantoms which are more fearsome than reality 
itself, and reality when calmly analyzed and its conse- 
quences willingly accepted loses much of its terror. 

So, suddenly as it were, that black pall of fear was 
lifted from the people’s shoulders, not wholly, of course, 
but to an amazing degree. A s fear is close companion to 
falsehoo d, s o truth follows fearlessness,. The Indian peo- 
ple did not become much more truthful than they were, 
nor did they change their essential nature overnight; 
nevertheless a sea change was visible as the need for false- 
hood and furtive behavior lessened. It was a psychological 
change, almost as if some expert in psychoanalytical 
method had probed deep into the patient’s past, found 
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out the origins of his complexes, exposed them to his 
view, and thus rid him of that burden. 

There was that psychological reaction also, a feeling of 
shame at our long submission to an alien rule that had 
degraded and humiliated us, and a desire to submit no 
longer, whatever the consequences might be. We did not 
grow much more truthful, perhaps, than we had been 
previously, but Gandhi was always there as a symbol of 
uncompromising truth to pull us up and shame us into 
truth. 

WHAT IS TRUTH ? 

Wh at is tru th ? I do not know for certain, and perhaps 
our truths are relative and al^lutc truth is beyond us. 
Different persons may and do take diSerent views of 
truth, and each individual is powerfully influenced by his 
own background, training, and impulses. So also Gandhi. 
But truth is at least for an individual what he himself 
j^els and knows to be true- According to that definition 
I do not know of any person who holds to the truth as 
Gandhi does. That is a dangerous quality in a politician, 
for he speaks out his mind and even lets the public see 
its changing phases. 

Gandhi influenced millions of people in India in vary- 
ing degrees; some changed the whole texture of their 
lives, others were only partly affected, or the effect wore 
off, and yet not quite, for some part of it could not be 
wholly shaken off. Different people reacted differently, 
and each will give his own answer to this question. Some 
might well say almost in the w’ords of Alcibiades: 

“Besides, when we listen to any one else talking, 
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however eloquent he is, we don’t really care a damn 
what he says; but when we listen to you, or to some one 
else repeating what you’ve said, even if he puts it ever 
so badly, and never mind whether the person who is 
listening is man, woman, or child, we’re absolutely 
staggered and bewitched. And speaking for myself, 
gentlemen, if I wasn’t afraid you’d tell me I was com- 
pletely bottled. I’d swear on oath what an extraordinary 
effect his words have had on me — and still do, if it 
comes to that. For the moment I hear him speak I am 
smitten by a kind of sacred rage, worse than any Cory- 
bant, and my heart jumps into my mouth and the tears 
start into my eyes — Oh, and not only me, but lots of 
other men. 

“Yes, I have heard Pericles and all the other great 
orators, and very eloquent I thought they were; but 
they never affected me like that; they never turned my 
whole soul upside down and left me feeling as if I were 
the lowest of the low; but this latter day Maryas, here, 
has often left me in such a state of mind that I’ve felt 
I simply couldn’t go on living the way I did. . . . 

“And there is one thing Tve never felt with anybody 
else — not the kind of thing you would expect to find 
in me, cither — and that is a sense of shame. Socrates is 
the only man in the world that can make me feel 
ashamed. Because there’s no getting away from it, I 
know I ought to do the things he tells me to; and yet 
the moment I’m out of his sight I don’t care what I do 
to keep in with the mob. So I dash off like a runaway 
slave, and keep out of his way as long as I can: and then 
next time I meet him 1 remember all that I had to ad- 
mit the time before, and naturally I feel ashamed. . . . 
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“Only I’ve been bitten by something much more 
poisonous than a snake ; in fact, mine is the most pain- 
ful kind of bite there is. I’ve been bitten in the heart, or 
the mind, or whatever you like to call it.” * 

THE PEASANTS JOIN 

Gandhi for the first time entered the Congress organ- 
ization and immediately brought about a complete change 
in its constitution. He made it democratic and a mass 
organization. Democratic it had been previously also, but 
it had so far been limited in franchise and restricted to 
the upper classes. Now the peasants rolled in, and in its 
new garb it began to assume the look of a vast agrarian 
organization with a strong sprinkling of the middle 
classes. This agrarian character was to grow. Industrial 
workers also came in, but as individuals and not in their 
separate, organized capacity. 

Action was to be the basis and objective of this organ- 
ization, action based on peaceful methods. Thus far the 
alternatives had been: just talking and passing resolu- 
tions, or terroristic activity. Both of these were set aside, 
and terrorism was especially condemned as opposed to the 
basic policy of the Congress. A new technique of action 
was evolved w'hich, though perfectly peaceful, yet in- 
volved non-subniission to what was considered wrong, 
and as a consequence, a willing acceptance of the pain and 
suffering involved in this. Gandhi was an odd kind of 
pacifist, for he was an activist full of dynamic energy. 
There was no submission in him to fate or anything that 

•From The Fite Dialogues of Plato, Everyman’s Library'. 
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he considered evil; he was full of resistance, though this 
was peaceful and courteous. 

The call of action was twofold. There was of course the 
action involved in challenging and resisting foreign rules; 
there was also the action which led us to fight our own 
social evils. Apart from the fundamental objective of the 
Congress — ^the freedom of India — and the method of 
peaceful action, the principal planks of the Congress were 
national unity, which involved the solution of the minor- 
ity problems, and the raising of the depressed classes and 
the ending of the curse of untouchability. 

TITLES AND PRINCES 

Realizing that the main props of British rule were fear, 
prestige, the co-operation, willing or unwilling, of the 
people, and certain classes whose vested interests were 
centered in British rule, Gandhi attacked these founda- 
tions. Titles were to be given up, and though the title- 
holders responded to this only in small measure, the 
popular respect for these British-given titles disappeared 
and they became symbols of degradation. New standards 
and values were set up, and the pomp and splendor of 
the viceregal court and the princes, which used to impress 
so much, suddenly appeared supremely ridiculous and 
vulgar and rather shameful, surrounded as they were by 
the poverty and misery of the people. Rich men were not 
so anxious to flaunt their riches; outwardly at least many 
of them adopted simpler ways, and in their dress became 
almost indistinguishable from humbler folk. 

The older leaders of the Congress, nurtured in a differ- 
ent and more quiescent tradition, did not take easily to 
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these new ways and were disturbed by the upsurge of the 
masses. Yet so powerful was the wave of feeling and senti- 
ment that swept through the country that some of that 
intoxication filled them also. A very few fell away, and 
among them was Mr. M. A. Jinnah. He left the Congress 
not because of any difference of opinion on the Hindu- 
Moslem question but because he could not adapt himself 
to the new and more advanced ideology, and even more 
because he disliked the crowds of ill-dressed people, talk- 
ing in Hindustani, who filled the Congress. His idea of 
politics was of a superior variety, more suited to the 
legislative chamber or to a committee room. For some 
years he felt completely out of the picture and even 
decided to leave India for good. He settled down in 
England and spent several years there. 

It is said, and I think with truth, that the Indian habit 
of inind is essentially one of quietism. Perhaps old races 
develop that attitude to life; a long tradition of philoso- 
phy also leads to it. And yet Gandhi, a typical product 
of India, represents the very antithesis of quietism. He has 
been a demon of energy and action, a hustler, and a man 
who not only drives himself but drives others. He has 
done more than anyone I know to fight and change the 
pietism of the Indian people. 

He sent us to the villages, and the countryside hummed 
with the activity of innumerable messengers of the new 
gospel of action. The peasant was shaken up and he 
began to emerge from his quiescent shell. The effect 
on us was different but equally far-reaching, for we saw, 
for the first time as it were, the villager in the intimacy 
of his mud hut and with the stark shadow of hunger 
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always pursuing him. We learned our Indian economics 
more from these visits than from books and learned dis- 
courses. The emotional experience we had already under- 
gone was emphasized and confirmed, and henceforward 
there could be no going back for us to our old life or our 
old standards, howsoever much our views might change 
subsequently. 

Gandhi held strong views on economic, social, and 
other matters. He did not try to impose all of these on the 
Congress, though he continued to develop his ideas, and 
sometimes in the process varied them, through his writ- 
ings. But some he tried to push into the Congress. He 
proceeded cautiously, for he wanted to carry the people 
with him. Sometimes he went too far for the Congress 
and had to retrace his steps. Not many accepted his views 
in their entirety; some disagreed with that fundamental 
outlook. But many accepted them in the modified form 
in which they came to the Congress as being suited to the 
circumstances then existing. In two respects the back- 
ground of his thoughts had a vague but considerable 
influence: the fundamental test of everything was how 
far it benefited the masses, and the means were always 
important and could not be ignored even though the end 
in view was right, for the means governed the end and 
varied it. 

HINDUISM 

Gandhi was essentially a man of religion, a Hindu to 
the innermost depths of his being, and yet his conception 
of religion had nothing to do with any dogma or custom 
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or ritual.* It was basically concerned with his firm belief 
in the moral law, which he calls the Law of Truth or 
Love. Truth and non-violence appear to him to be the 
same thing or different aspects of one. and the same thing, 
and he uses these words almost interchangeably. 

Claiming to understand the spirit of Hinduism, he re- 
jects every text or practice which does not fit in with his 
idealist interpretation of what it should be, calling it an 
interpolation or a subsequent accretion. “I decline to be 
a slave, ” he has said, “ to precedents or p ractice I canno t 
understand or defend on a moral basis." And so in prac- 
tice he is singularly free t^take the^th of his choice, to 
change and adapt himself, to develop his philosophy of 
life and action, subject only to the overriding considera- 
tion of the moral law as he conceives this to be. Whether 
that philosophy is right or wrong may be argued, but he 
insists on applying the same fundamental yardstick to 
everything, and himself specially. In politics, as in other 
aspects of life, this creates difficulties for the average 
person, and often misunderstanding. But no difficulty 
makes him swerve from the straight line of his choosing, 
though within limits he is continually adapting himself 
to a changing situation. Every reform that he suggests, 
every advice that he gives to others, he .straightway applies 
to himself. He is always beginning with himself, and his 

* Gandhi told the Fcdcratn>n of International Fclltm'shijf.s in January 1928 
that “after lon^j study and cxjicncncc I have come to these conclusions, that: 
(1) all religions are true, (2) all religions have some error in them, (3) all 
religions arc almost as dear to me as my own Hinduism. My veneration for 
other faiths is the same as for my own faith. Consequently, the thought of 
conversion is impossible. . . . Our prayer for others ought never to be: ‘God! 
give them the light thou hast given tti me!’ but: ‘Give them all the light 
and truth they need for their highest development!’ “ 
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words and actions lit into each other like a glove on the 
hand. And so, whatever happens, he never loses his in- 
tegrity and there is always an organic completeness about 
his life and work. Even in his apparent failures he has 
seemed to grow in stature. 

What was his idea of India which he was setting out to 
mold according to his own wishes and ideals? “I shall 
work for an India in which the poorest shall feel that it 
is their country, in whose making they have an effective 
voice, an India in which there shall be no high class and 
low class of people, an India in which all communities 

shall live in perfect harmony There can be no room in 

such an India for the curse of untouchability of the curse 
of intoxicating drinks and drugs. . . . Women who will 
enjoy the same rights as men. . . . This is the India of my 
dreams.” 

Proud of his Hindu inheritance as he was, he tried to 
give to Hinduism a kind of universal attire and included 
all religions within the fold of truth. He refused to nar- 
row his cultural inheritance. “Indian culture,” he wrote, 
“is neither Hindu, Islamic nor any other, wholly. It is a 
fusion of all.” Again he said: “I want the culture of all 
lands to be blown about my house as freely as possible. 
But I refuse to be blown off my feet by any. I refuse to 
live in other people’s houses as an interloper, a beggar or 
a slave.” Influenced by modern thought currents, he never 
let go of his roots and clung to them tenaciously. 

SPIRITUAL UNITY 

And so he set about to restore the spiritual unity of the 
people and to break the barrier between the small west- 
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crnizcd group at the top and the masses, to discover the 
living elements in the old roots and to build upon them, 
to waken these masses out of their stupor and static condi- 
tion and make them dynamic. In his single-track and yet 
many-sided nature the dominating impression that one 
gathered was his identification with the masses, a com- 
munity of spirit with them, an amazing sense of unity 
with the dispossessed and poverty-stricken not only of 
India but of the world. Even religion, as everything else, 
took second place to his passion to raise these submerged 
people.^/A semi-starved nation can have neither religion 
nor art nor organization.” “Whatever can be useful to 
starving millions is beautiful to my mind. Let us give 
today first the vital things of life, and all the graces and 
ornaments of life will follow. ... I want art and literature 
that can speak to millions.” These unhappy dispossessed 
millions haunted him, and everything seemed to revolve 
round them. “For millions it is an eternal vigil or an 
eternal trance.” His ambition, he said, was to “wipe every 
tear from every eye.”* 

It is not surprising that this astonishingly vital man, 
full of self-confidence and an unusual kind of power, 
standing for equality and freedom for each individual, 
but measuring all this in terms of the poorest, fascinated 
the masses of India and attracted them like a magnet. He 
seemed to them to link up the past with the future and to 
make the dismal present appear just as a steppingstonc 
to that future of life and hope. And not the masses only, 
but intellectuals, and others also, though their minds were 
often troubled and confused and the change-over for 
them from the habits of lifetimes was more difficult. Thus 
he effected a vast psychological revolution not only among 
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those who followed his lead but also among his opponents 
and those many neutrals who could not make up their 
minds what to think and what to do. 

Congress was dominated by Gandhi, and yet it was a 
peculiar domination, for the Congress was an active, re- 
bellious, many-sided organization, full of variety of opin- 
ion, and not easily led this way or that. Often Gandhi 
toned down his position to meet the wishes of others; 
sometimes he accepted even an adverse decision. On some 
vital matters for him he was adamant, and on more than 
one occasion there came a break between him and the 
Congress. But always he was the symbol of India’s in- 
dependence and militant nationalism, the unyielding 
opponent of all those who sought to enslave her, and it 
was as such a symbol that people gathered to him and 
accepted his lead, even though they disagreed with him 
on other matters. They did not always accept that lead 
when there was no active struggle going on, but when 
the struggle was inevitable, that symbol became all-im- 
portant and everything else was secondary.^ 

« * # 

A bOl’ROEOIS MOVEMENT 

It should be remembered that the nationalist movement 
in India, like all nationalist movements, was essentially a 
bourgeois movement. It represented the natural historical 
stage of development, and to consider it or to criticize it 
as a w’orking'class movement is wrong. Gandhi repre- 
sented that movement and the Indian masses in relation 
to that movement to a supreme degree, and he became the 
voice of the Indian people to that extent. He functioned 
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inevitably within the orbit of nationalist ideology, but the 
dominating passion that consumed him was a desire to 
raise the masses. In this respect he was always ahead of 
the nationalist movement, and he gradually made it, 
within the limits of its own ideology, turn in this direc- 
tion. Economic events in India and the world powerfully 
pushed Indian nationalism toward vital social changes, 
and today it hovers, somewhat undecided, on the brink 
of a new social ideology. 

But the main contribution of Gandhi to India and the 
Indian masses has been through the powerful movements 
which he launched through the National Congress. 
l"hrough nation-wide action he sought to mold the mil- 
lions, and largely succeeded in doing so, and changing 
them from a demoralized, timid, and hopeless mass, 
bullied and crushed by every dominant interest, and in- 
capable of resistance, into a people with self-respect and 
self-reliance, resisting tyranny, and capable of united ac- 
tion and sacrifice for a larger cause. He made them think 
of political and economic issues, and every village and 
every bazaar hummed with argument and debate on the 
new ideas and hopes that filled the people. That was an 
amazing psychological change. The time was ripe for it, 
of course, and circumstances and world conditions worked 
for this changc.*^ut a great leader is necessary to take 
advantage of circumstances and conditions. Gandhi was 
that leader, and he released many of the bonds that im- 
prisoned and disabled our minds, and none of us who 
experienced it can ever forget that great feeling of release 
and exhilaration that came over the Indian people. 
Gandhi has played a revolutionary role in India of the 
greatest importance because he knew how to make the 
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most of the objective conditions and could reach the heart 
of the masses; while groups with a more advanced ide- 
ology functioned largely in the air because they did not 
fit in with those conditions and could therefore not evoke 
any substantial response from the masses 

RAISING THE MASSES 

It is perfectly true that Gandhi, functioning in the na- 
tionalist plane, does not think in terms of the conflict of 
classes, and tries to compose their differences. But the 
action he has indulged in and taught the people has inevi- 
tably raised mass consciousness tremendously and made 
social issues vital. And his insistence on the raising of the 
masses at the cost, wherever necessary, of vested interests 
has given a strong orientation to the national movement 
in favor of the masses. 

Essentially, the Congress under Gandhi’s leadership has 
been a joint and anti-imperialist front. . . . 

Gandhi and the Congress must be judged by the poli- 
cies they pursue and the action they indulge in. But be- 
hind this, personality counts and colors those policies and 
activities. In the case of a very exceptional person like 
Gandhi the question of personality becomes especially 
important in order to understand and appraise him. An 
English journalist, Mr. George Slocombe, who has had a 
wide experience of men prominent and otherwise in 
public affairs all over the world, has referred to Gandhi 
in a recent book of his, and the passage is interesting and 
worth quoting. He says: “I have neve^met any man more 
utterly honest, more transiently sincere, less given to 
cgoIismTself-conscrdus pride, opportunism, and ambition 
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which are found in greater or less degree in all the other 
great political figures of the world.” An English journal- 
ist’s opinion need not carry much weight with us, nor 
does the sincerity of a person excuse a wrong policy or 
mistaken ideas. But as it happens, that opinion is shared 
by millions in India, and it is very superficial criticism to 
dispose of such a unique and outstanding personality by 
cheap and well-worn phrases which are applied indis- 
criminately to the average politician. We in India have 
often differed from Gandhi, we differ from him still in 
many ways, and sometimes we may follow different 
paths, but it has been the greatest privilege of our lives to 
work with him and under him for a great cause. To us he 
has represented the spirit and honor of India, the yearning 
of her sorrowing millions to be rid of their innumerable 
burdens, and an insult to him by the British government 
or others has been an insult to India and her people.® 

« # * 


WORLD FEDERATION 

Gandhi gave a turn to our nationalist movement which 
lessened the feelings of frustration and bitterness. Those 
feelings continued, but I do not know of any other na- 
tionalist movement which has been so free from hatred. 
Gandhi was an intense nationalist; he was also, at the 
same time, a man who felt he had a message not only for 
India but for the world, and he ardently desired world 
peace. His nationalism, therefore, had a certain world out- 
look and was entirely free from any aggressive intent. 
Desiring the independence of India, he had come to be- 
lieve that a world federation of interdependent states was 

28 



the only right goal, however distant that might be. He 
had said : “My idea of nationalism is that my country may 
become free, that if need be the whole of the country may 
die, so that the human race may live. There is no room 
for race hatred here. Let that be our nationalism.” And 
again: “I do want to think in terms of the whole world. 
My patriotism includes the good of mankind in general. 
Therefore, my service of India includes the service of 

humanity Isolated independence is not the goal of the 

world states. It is volu ntary The better 

mind of the^world desires today not absolutely inde- 
pendent states, warring one against another, but a federa- 
tion of friendly, interdependent states. The consummation 
of that event may be far off. I want to make no grand 
claim for our country. But I see nothing grand or impos- 
sible about our expressing our readiness for universal in- 
terdependence rather than independence. I desire the 
ability to be totally independent without asserting the 
independence.” ® 
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THE year 1921 was a year of great tension, and 
there was much to irritate and annoy and unnerve the 
oflBcial. What was actually happening was bad enough, 
but what was imagined was far worse. I remember an in- 
stance which illustrates this riot of the imagination. My 
sister Swarup’s wedding, which was taking place at Allah- 
abad, was fixed for May 10, 1921, the actual date having 
been calculated, as usual on such occasions, by a reference 
to the Samvat calendar, and an auspicious day chosen. 
Gandhiji and a number of leading Congressmen, includ- 
ing the Ali brothers, had been invited, and, to suit their 
convenience, a meeting of the Congress Working Com- 
mittee was fixed at Allahabad about that time. The local 
Congressmen wanted to profit by the presence of famous 
leaders from outside, and so they organized a district 
conference on a big scale, expecting a large number of 
peasants from the surrounding rural areas. 

There was a great deal of bustle and excitement in 
Allahabad on account of these political gatherings. This 
had a remarkable effect on the nerves of some people. I 
learned one day through a barrister friend that many 
English people were thoroughly upset and expected some 
sudden upheaval in the city. They distrusted their Indian 
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servants, and carried about revolvers in their pockets. It 
was even said privately that the Allahabad Fort was kept 
in readiness for the English colony to retire there in case 
of need. I was much surprised and could not make out 
why anyone should contemplate the possibility of a ris- 
ing in the sleepy and peaceful city of Allahabad just when 
the very apostle of non-violence was going to visit us. Oh, 
it was said, May lo (the day accidentally fixed for my 
sister’s marriage) was the anniversary of the outbreak of 
the Mutiny at Meerut in 1857, and this was going to be 
celebrated! 

THE STRESS ON RELIGION 

Gandhiji was continually laying stress on the religious 
and spiritual side of the movement. His religion was not 
dogmatic, but it did mean a definitely religious outlook 
on life, and the whole movement was strongly influenced 
by this and took on a revivalist character so far as the 
masses were concerned. The great majority of Congress 
workers naturally tried to model themselves after their 
leader and even repeated his language. And yet Gandhiji s 
leading colleagues in the Working Committee — my 
father, Deshbandhu Das, Lala Lajpat Rai, and others — 
were not men of religion in the ordinary sense of the 
word, and they considered political problems on the 
political plane only. In their public utterances they did 
not bring in religion. But whatever they said had far less 
influence than the force of their personal example — had 
they not given up a great deal that the world values and 
taken to simpler ways of living.^ This in itself was taken 
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as a sign of religion and helped in spreading the atmos- 
phere of revivalism. 

I used to be troubled sometimes at the growth of this 
religious element in our politics, on both the Hindu and 
the Moslem side. I did not like it at all. Much that moul- 
vies and maulanas and swamis and the like said in their 
public addresses seemed to me most unfortunate. Their 
history and sociology and economics appeared to me all 
wrong, and the religious twist that was given to every- 
thing prevented all clear thinking. Even some of 
Gandhiji’s phrases sometimes Jarred upon me — thus his 
frequent reference to Rama Raj as a golden age which 
was to return. But I was powerless to intervene, and I 
consoled myself with the thought that Gandhi ji used the 
words because they were well known and understood by 
the masses. He had an amazing knack of reaching the 
heart of the people. 

But I did not worry myself much over these matters. 
I was too full of my work and the progress of our move- 
ment to care for such trifles, as I thought at the time they 
were. A vast movement had all sorts and kinds of people 
in it, and, so long as our main direction was correct, a few 
eddies and backwaters did not matter. As for Gandhiji 
himself, he was a very difficult person to understand; 
sometimes his language was almost incomprehensible to 
an average modern. But we felt that we knew him quite 
well enough to realize that he was a great and unique 
man and a glorious leader, and, having put our faith in 
him, we gave him an almost blank check, for the time be- 
ing at least. Often we discussed his fads and peculiarities 
among ourselves and said, half humorously, that when 
Su/araj came these fads must not be encouraged. 
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Many of us, however, were too much under his influ- 
ence in political and other matters to remain wholly im- 
mune even in the sphere of religion. Where a direct attack 
might not have succeeded, many an indirect approach 
went a long way to undermine the defenses. The outward 
ways of religion did not appeal to me, and above all, I 
disliked the exploitation of the people by the so-called 
men of religion, but still I toned down toward it. I came 
nearer to a religious frame of mind in 1921 than at any 
other time since my early boyhood. Even so I did not 
come very near. 

ETHICAL POLITICS 

What I admired was the moral and ethical side of our 
movement and of Satyagraha. I did not give an absolute 
allegiance to the doctrine of non-violence or accept it for- 
ever, but it attracted me more and more, and the belief 
grew upon me that, situated as we were in India and with 
our background and traditions, it was the right policy for 
us. The spiritualization of politics, using the word not 
in its narrow religious sense, seemed to me a fine idea. A 
worthy end should have worthy means leading up to it. 
That seemed not only a good ethical doctrine but sound, 
practical politics, for the means that are not good often 
defeat the end in view and raise new problems and diffi- 
culties. And then it seemed so unbecoming, so degrading 
to the self-respect of an individual or a nation to submit 
to such means, to go through the mire. How can one 
escape being sullied by it? How can we march ahead 
swiftly and with dignity if we stoop or crawl ? 

Such were my thoughts then. And the non-co-operation 
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movement offered me what I wanted — ^the goal of national 
freedom and (as I thought) the ending of the exploita- 
tion of the underdog, and the means which satisfied my 
moral sense and gave me a sense of personal freedom. So 
great was this personal satisfaction that even a possibility 
of failure did not count for much, for such failure could 
only be temporary. I did not understand or feel drawn to 
the metaphysical part of the Bhagavad-Gita, but I liked to 
read the verses — recited every evening in Gandhiji’s ash- 
rama prayers — ^which say what a man should be like: 
Calm of purpose, seren e, and unmoved, doing his job an d 
i Tot^ c aring overmuch for~tEc result pIJus -actLoQ*^ Not 
being very calm or detached myself, I suppose, this ideal 
appealed to me all the more. 

LITTLE HATRED 

Nineteen-twenty-one was an extraordinary year for us. 
There was a strange mixture of nationalism and politics 
and religion and mysticism and fanaticism. Behind all this 
was agrarian trouble and, in the big cities, a rising work- 
ing-class movement. Nationalism and a vague but intense 
country-wide idealism sought to bring together all these 
various, and sometimes mutually contradictory, discon- 
tents, and succeeded to a remarkable degree. And yet this 
nationalism itself was a composite force, and behind it 
could be distinguished a Hindu nationalism, a Moslem 
nationalism partly looking beyond the frontiers of India, 
and, what was more in consonance with the spirit of the 
times, an Indian nationalism. For the time being they 
overlapped and all pulled together. It was Hindu-Musla- 
man jai everywhere. It was remarkable how Gandhiji 
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seemed to cast a spell on all classes and groups of people 
and drew them into one motley crowd struggling in one 
direction. He became, indeed (to use a phrase which has 
been applied to another leader), “a symbolic expression 
of the confused desires of the people.” 

Even more remarkable was the fact that these desires 
and passions were relatively free from hatred of the alien 
rulers against whom they were directed. Nationalism is 
essentially an anti feeling, and it feeds and fattens on 
hatred and anger against other national groups, and 
especially against the foreign rulers of a subject country. 
There was certainly this hatred and anger in India in 1921 
against the British, but in comparison with other countries 
similarly situated, it was extraordinarily little. Undoubt- 
edly this was due to Gandhiji’s insistence on the implica- 
tions of non-violence. It was also due to the feeling of 
release and power that came to the whole country with the 
inauguration of the movement and the widespread belief 
in success in the near future. Why be angry and full of 
hate when we were doing so well and were likely to win 
through soon? We felt that we could afford to be gen- 
erous. 

We were not so generous in our hearts, though our 
actions were circumsj^cct and proper, toward the handful 
of our own countrymen who took sides against us and 
opposed the national movement. It was not a question of 
hatred or anger, for they carried no weight whatever and 
we could ignore them. But deep within us was contempt 
for their weakness and opportunism and betrayal of na- 
tional honor and self-respect. 


35 



A VAGUE GOAL 


So wc went on, vaguely but intensely, the exhilaration 
of action holding us in its grip. But about our goal there 
was an entire absence of clear thinking. It seems surpris- 
ing now, how completely we ignored the theoretical as- 
pects, the philosophy of our movement as well as the 
definite objective that we should have. Of course we all 
grew eloquent about Swaraj, but each one of us probably 
interpreted the word in his or her own way. To most of 
the younger men it meant political independence, or 
something like it, and a democratic form of government, 
and we said so in our public utterances. Many of us also 
thought that inevitably this would result in a lessening of 
the burdens that crushed the workers and the peasantry. 
But it was obvious that to most of our leaders Swaraj 
meant something much less than independence. Gandhiji 
was delightfully vague on the subject, and he did not en- 
courage clear thinking about it either. But he always 
spoke, vaguely but definitely, in terms of the underdog, 
and this brought great comfort to many of us, although, at 
the same time, he was full of assurances to the top dog 
also. Gandhiji’s stress was never on the intellectual ap- 
proach to a problem but on character and piety. He did 
succeed amazingly in giving backbone and character to 
the Indian people. 

It was this extraordinary stiffening up of the masses that 
filled us with confidence. A demoralized, backward, and 
broken-up people suddenly straightened their backs and 
lifted their heads and took part in disciplined, joint action 
on a country-wide scale. This action itself, we felt, would 
give irresistible power to the masses. We ignored the 
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necessity of thought behind the action; we forgot that 
without a conscious ideology and objective the energy and 
enthusiasm of the masses must end largely in smoke. To 
some extent the revivalist element in our movement 
carried us on; a feeling that non-violence as conceived 
for political or economic movements or for righting 
wrongs was a new message which our people were des- 
tined to give to the world. We became victims to the 
curious illusion of all peoples and all nations that in some 
way they are a chosen race. Non-violence was the moral 
equivalent of war, and of all violent struggle. It was not 
merely an ethical alternative, but it was effective also. Few 
of us, I think, accepted Gandhiji’s old ideas about machin- 
ery and modern civilization. We thought that even he 
looked upon them as utopian and as largely inapplicable 
to modern conditions. Certainly most of us were not pre- 
pared to reject the achievements of modern civilization, 
although we may have felt that some variation to suit 
Indian conditions was possible. Personally, I have always 
felt attracted toward big machinery and fast traveling. 
Still, there can be no doubt that Gandhiji’s ideology influ- 
enced many people and made them critical of the machine 
and all its consequences. So, while some looked to the 
future, others looked back to the past. And, curiously, 
both felt that the joint action they were indulging in was 
worth while, and this made it easy to bear sacrifice and 
face self-denial.'^ 

# # * 

CANDHi’s FIRST ARREST 

During the months of December 1921 and January 1922 
it is estimated that about thirty thousand persons were 
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sentenced to imprisonment in connection with the non- 
co-operation movement. But, though most of the promi- 
nent men and workers were in prison, the leader of the 
whole struggle, Mahatma Gandhi, was still out, issuing 
from day to day messages and directions which inspired 
the people, as well as checking many an undesirable activ- 
ity. The government had not touched him so far, for it 
feared the consequences, the reactions on the Indian 
Army and the police. 

Suddenly, early in February 1922, the whole scene 
shifted, and we in prison learned, to our amazement and 
consternation, that Gandhiji had stopped the aggressive 
aspects of our struggle, that he had suspended civil resist- 
ance. We read that this was because of what had hap- 
pened near the village of Chauri Chaura, where a mob of 
villagers had retaliated on some policemen by setting fire 
to the police station and burning half a dozen or so police- 
men in it. 

We were angry when we learned of this stoppage of our 
struggle at a time when we seemed to be consolidating 
our position and advancing on all fronts. But our disap- 
pointment and anger in prison could do little good to 
anyone; civil resistance stopped, and non-co-operation 
wilted away. After many months of strain and anxiety the 
government breathed again, and for the first time had 
the opportunity of taking the initiative. A few weeks 
later it arrested Gandhiji and sentenced him for a long 
term of imprisonment. 

The sudden suspension of our movement after the 
Chauri Chaura incident was resented, I think, by almost 
all the prominent Congress leaders — other than Gandhiji, 
of course. My father (who was in jail at the time) was 
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much upset by it. The younger people were naturally 
even more agitated. Our mounting hopes tumbled to the 
ground, and this mental reaction was to be expected. 
What troubled us even more were the reasons given for 
this suspension and the consequences that seemed to flow 
from them. Chauri Chaura may have been and was a 
deplorable occurrence and wholly opposed to the spirit 
of the non-violent movement; but were a remote village 
and a mob of excited peasants in an out-of-thc way place 
going to put an end, for some time at least, to our national 
struggle for freedom? If this was the inevitable conse- 
quence of a sporadic act of violence, then surely there was 
something lacking in the philosophy and technique of a 
non-violent struggle. For it seemed to us to be impossible 
to guarantee against the occurrence of some such unto- 
ward incident. Must we train the three hundred odd 
millions of India in the theory and practice of non-violent 
action before we could go forward? And, even so, how 
many of us could say that under extreme provocation 
from the police we would be able to remain perfectly 
peaceful ? But even if wx succeeded, what of the numer- 
ous agents provocateurs, stool pigeons, and tiie like who 
crept into our movement and indulged in violence them- 
selves or induced others to do so? If this was the sole 
condition of its function, then the non-violent method of 
resistance would always fail. 

We had accepted that method, the Congress had made 
that method its own, because of a belief in its efTeciivc- 
ness. Gandhiji had placed it before the country not only 
as the right method but as the most effective one for our 
purpose. In spite of its negative name it was a dynamic 
method, the very opposite of a meek submission to a 
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tyrant’s will. It was not a coward’s refuge from action, 
but the brave man’s defiance of evil and nation subjection. 
But what was the use of the bravest and the strongest if 
a few odd persons — ^maybe even our opponents in the 
guise of friends — had the power to upset or end our move- 
ment by their rash behavior? 

“the doctrine of the sword” 

Gandhiji had pleaded for the adoption of the way of 
non-violence, of peaceful non-co-operation, with all the 
eloquence and persuasive power which he so abundantly 
possessed. His language had been simple and unadorned, 
his voice and appearance cool and clear and devoid of all 
emotion, but behind that outward covering of ice there 
was the heat of a blazing fire and concentrated passion, 
and the words he uttered winged their way to the inner- 
most recesses of our minds and hearts, and created a 
strange ferment there. The way he pointed out was hard 
and difficult, but it was a brave path, and it seemed to 
lead to the promised land of freedom. Because of that 
promise we pledged our faith and marched ahead. In a 
famous article — “The Doctrine of the Sword” — he had 
written in 1920: 

I do believe that when there is only a choice between 
cowardice and violence, I would advise violence. ... I 
would rather have India resort to arms in order to 
defend her honor than that she should in a cowardly 
manner become or remain a helpless victim to her own 
dishonor. But I believe that non-violence is infinitely 
superior to violence, forgiveness is more manly than 
punishment. 
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Forgiveness adorns a soldier. But abstinence is for- 
giveness only when there is power to punish; it is 
meaningless when it pretends to proceed from a help- 
less creature. A mouse hardly forgives a cat when it 
allows itself to be torn to pieces by her. . . . But I do 
not believe India to be helpless, I do not believe myself 
to be a helpless creature. . . . y 

Let me not be misunderstood.^trength does not come 
from physical capacity. It comes from an indomitable 
will. . . . 

I am not a visionary. I claim to be a practical idealist. 
The religion of non-violence is not meant merely for 
the rishis and saints. It is meant for the common jKople 
as well. Non-violence is the law of our species as 
vi olenc e is t heTaw of the brute. The spirit lies dormant 
in the brute, and he knows no law but that of physical 
might. The dignity of man requires obedience to a 
higher law — to the strength of the spirit. 

I have therefore ventured to place before India the 
ancient law of self-sacrifice. For satyagraha and its off- 
shoots, non-co-operation and civil resistance, are noth- 
ing but new names for the law of suffering. The rishis 
who discovered the law of non-violence in the midst of 
violence were greater geniuses than Newton. They were 
themselves greater warriors than Wellington. Having 
themselves known the use of arms, they realized their 
uselessness and taught a weary world that its salvation 
lay not through violence but through non-violence. 

Non-violence in its dynamic condition means con- 
scious suffering. It does not mean meek submission to 
the will of the evildoer, but it means the putting of 
one’s whole soul against the will of the tyrant. Working 
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under this law of our being, it is possible for a single 
individual to defy the whole might of an unjust empire 
to save his honor, his religion, his soul, and lay the 
foundation for that empire’s fall or regeneration. 

And so I am not pleading for India to practice non- 
violence because it is weak. I want her to practice 
non-violence being conscious of her strength and power. 
... I want India to recognize that she has a soul that 
cannot perish, and that can rise triumphant above any 
physical weakness .and defy the physical combination 
of a whole world. . . . 

I isolate this non-co-operation from Sinn Feinism, for 
it is so conceived as to be incapable of being offered 
side by side with violence. But I invite even the school 
of violence to give this peaceful non-co-operation a trial. 
It will not fail through its inherent weakness. It may 
fail because of poverty of response. Then will be the 
time for real danger. The high-souled men, who are 
unable to suffer national humiliation any longer, will 
want to vent their wrath. They will take to violence. 
So far as I know, they must perish without delivering 
themselves or their country from the wrong. If India 
takes up the doctrine of the sword, she may gain 
momentary victory. Then India will cease to be the 
pride of my heart. I am wedded to India because I owe 
my all to her. I believe absolutely that she has a mission 
for the world. 

NON-VIOLENCE AS A METHOD 

We were moved by these arguments, but for us and for 
the National Congress as a whole the non-violent method 
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was not, and could not be, a religion or an unchallenge- 
able creed or dogma. It could only be a policy and a 
method promising certain results, and by those results it 
would have to be finally judged. Individuals might make 
of it a religion or incontrovertible creed. But no political 
organization, so long as it remained political, could do so. 

Chauri Chaura and its consequences made us examine 
these implications of non-violence as a method, and we 
felt that, if Gandhiji’s argument for the suspension of 
civil resistance was correct, our opponents would always 
have the power to create circumstances which would 
necessarily result in our abandoning the struggle. Was 
this the fault of the non-violent method itself or of 
Gandhiji’s interpretation of it? After all, he was the 
author and originator of it, and who could be a better 
judge of what it was and what it was not ? And witiiout 
him where was our movement ? . . . 

My offense was distributing notices for a hartal. This 
was no offense under the law then, though I believe it is 
one now, for we are rapidly advancing toward dominion 
status. However, I was sentenced. Three montlis later I 
was informed in the prison, where I was with my father 
and others, that some revising authority had come to the 
conclusion that I was wrongly sentenced and I was to be 
discharged. I was surprised, as no one had taken any step 
on my behalf. The suspension of civil resistance had 
apparently galvanized the revising judges into activity. 1 
was sorry to go out, leaving my father behind. 

I decided to go almost immediately to Gandliiji in 
Ahmedabad. Before I arrived there, he had been arrested, 
and my interview with him took place in Sabarmati 
Prison. I was present at his trial. It was a memorable 
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occasion, and those of us who were present are not likely 
ever to forget it. The judge, an Englishman, behaved 
with dignity and feeling. Gandhiji’s statement to the 
court was a most moving one, and we came away emo- 
tionally stirred and with the impress of his vivid phrases 
and striking images in our minds.^^ 

* # # 


ILLNESS AND RELEASE 

Early in 1924 there came suddenly the news of the 
serious illness of Gandhiji in prison, followed by his 
removal to a hospital and an operation. India was numbed 
with anxiety ; we held our breaths almost and waited, full 
of fear. The crisis passed, and a stream of people began 
to reach Poona from all parts of the country to see him. 
He was still in hospital, a prisoner under guard, but he 
was permitted to see a limited number of friends. Father 
and I visited him in the hospital. 

He was not taken back from the hospital to the prison. 
As he was convalescing, the government remitted the 
rest of his sentence and discharged him. He had then 
served about two years out of the six years to which he 
had been sentenced. He went to Juhu, by the seaside near 
Bombay, to recuperate. 

Our family also trekked to Juhu, and established itself 
in a tiny little cottage by the sea. We spent some weeks 
there, and I had, after a long gap, a holiday after my 
heart, for I couKl indulge in swimming and running and 
riding on the beach. The main purpose of our stay, how- 
ever, was not holidaymaking, but discussions with Gand- 
hiji. Father wanted to explain to him the Swarajist posi- 
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tion, and to gain his passive co-operation at least, if not 
his active sympathy. I was also anxious to have some light 
thrown on the problems that were troubling me. I wanted 
to know what his future program of action was going 
to be. 

The Juhu talks, so far as the Swarajists were concerned, 
did not succeed in winning Gandhiji, or even in influ- 
encing him to any extent. Behind all the friendly talk 
and the courteous gestures, the fact remained that there 
was no compromise. They agreed to differ, and statements 
to this effect were issued to the press. 

I also returned from Juhu a little disappointed, for 
Gandhiji did not resolve a single one of my doubts. As 
is usual with him, he refused to look into the future or 
lay down any long-distance program. 

Ever since Gandhiji ajipeared on the Indian political 
scene, there has been no going back in popularity for him, 
so far as the masses are concerned. There has been a pro- 
gressive increase in his popularity, and this process still 
continues. They may not carry out his wishes, for human 
nature is often weak, but their hearts are full of good will 
for him. When objective conditions help, they rise in 
huge mass movements; otherwise they lie low. A leader 
does not create a mass movement out of nothing, as if by 
a stroke of the magician’s wand. He can take advantage 
of the conditions themselves when they arise; he can pre- 
pare for them, but not create them. 

There is a waning and a waxing of Gandhiji’s jxjpu- 
larity among the intelligentsia. In moments of forward- 
going enthusiasm they follow him; when the inevitable 
reaction comes, they grow critical. But even so tiic great 
majority of them bow down to him. Partly this has been 

45 



due to the absence of any other effective program. The 
Liberals and various groups resembling them do not 
coimt; those who believe in terroristic violence are com- 
pletely out of court in the modern world and are con- 
sidered ineffective and out of date. The socialist program 
is still little known, and it frightens the upper-class mem- 
bers of the Congress. 

MOnriLAL NEHRU 

After a brief political estrangement in the middle of 
1924, the old relations between my father and Gandhiji 
were resumed and they grew even more cordial. However 
much they differed from one another, each had the warm- 
est regard and respect for the other. What was it that they 
so respected ? Father has given us a glimpse into his mind 
in a brief foreword he contributed to a booklet called 
Thought Currents, containing selections from Gandhi ji’s 
writings: 

I have heard [he writes] of saints and supermen, 
but have never had the pleasure of meeting them, and 
must confess to a feeling of skepticism about their real 
existence. I believe in men and things manly. The 
“Thought Currents” preserved in this volume have 
emanated from a man and are things manly. They are 
illustrative of two great attributes of human nature — 
Faith and Strength 

“What is all this going to lead to.?” asks the man 
wdth neither faith nor strength in him. The answer “to 
victory or death” docs not appeal to him. . . . Mean- 
while the humble and lowly figure standing erect . . . 
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on the firm footholds of faith unshakable and strength 
unconquerable continues to send out to his countrymen 
his message of sacrifice and suffering for the mother- 
land. That message finds echo in millions of hearts. . . . 

And he finished up by quoting Swinburne’s lines: 

Have we not men with us royal, 

Men the masters of things? . . . 

Evidently he wanted to stress the fact that he did not 
admire Gandhiji as a saint or a mahatma, but as a man. 
Strong and unbending himself, he admired strength of 
spirit in him. For it was clear that this little man of poor 
physique had something of steel in him, something rock- 
like which did not yield to physical powers, however 
great they might be. And in spite of his unimpressive 
features, his loincloth and bare body, there was a royalty 
and a kingliness in him which compelled a willing 
obeisance from others. Consciously and deliberately meek 
and humble, yet he was full of power and authority, and 
he knew it, and at times he was imperious enough, issu- 
ing commands which had to be obeyed. His calm, deep 
eyes would hold one and gently probe into the depths; 
his voice, clear and limpid, would purr its way into the 
heart and evoke an emotional response. Whether his 
audience consisted of one person or a thousand, the charm 
and magnetism of the man passed on to it, and each one 
had a feeling of communion with the speaker. This feel- 
ing had little to do with the mind, though the appeal to 
the mind was not wholly ignored. But mind and reason 
definitely had second place. This process of “spellbind- 
ing” was not brought about by oratory or the hypnotism 
of silken phrases. The language was always simple and 
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to the point, and seldom was an unnecessary word used. 
It was the utter sincerity of the man and his personality 
that gripped; he gave the impression of tremendous inner 
reserves of power. Perhaps also it was a tradition that 
had grown up about him which helped in creating a 
suitable atmosphere. A stranger, ignorant of this tradition 
and not in harmony with the surroundings, would prob- 
ably not have been touched by that spell, or, at any rate, 
not to the same extent. And yet one of the most remark- 
able things about Gandhiji was, and is, his capacity to 
win over, or at least to disarm, his opponents. 

Gandhiji had little sense of beauty or artistry in man- 
made objects, though he admired natural beauty. The 
Taj Mahal was for him an embodiment of forced labor 
and little more. His sense of smell was feeble. And yet in 
his own way he had discovered the art of living and had 
made of his life an artistic whole. Every gesture had 
meaning and grace, without a false touch. There were 
no rough edges or sharp corners about him, no trace of 
vulgarity or commonness, in which, unhappily, our 
middle classes excel. Having found an inner peace, he 
radiated it to others and marched through life’s tortuous 
ways with firm and undaunted step. 

How different was my father from him ! But in him too 
there was strength of personality and a measure of king- 
liness, and the lines of Swinburne he had quoted would 
apply to him also. In any gathering in which he was 
present he would inevitably be the center and the hub. 
Whatever the place where he sat at table, it would be- 
come, as an eminent English judge said later, the head of 
the table. He was neither meek nor mild, and, again 
unlike Gandhiji, he seldom spared those who differed 
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from him. Consciously imperious, he evoked great loyalty * 
as well as bitter opposition. It was difficult to feel neutral 
about him; one had to like him or dislike him. Wiih a 
broad forehead, tight lips, and a determined chin, he 
had a marked resemblance to the busts of the Roman 
emi>erors in the museums in Italy. Many friends in Italy 
who saw his photograph with us remarked on this re- 
semblance. In later years especially when his head was 
covered with silver hair — unlike me, he kept his hair to 
the end — there was a magnificence about him and a 
grand manner, which is sadly to seek in this world of 
today. I suppose I am partial to him, but I miss his noble 
presence in a world full of pettiness and weakness. I look 
round in vain for that grand manner and splendid 
strength that was his. 

I remember showing Gandhiji a photograph of Father 
sometime in 1924, when he was having a tug of war with 
the Swaraj party. In this photograph father had no mus- 
tache, and, till then, Gandhiji had always seen him with 
a fine mustache. He started almost on seeing this photo- 
graph and gazed long at it, for the absence of the mus- 
tache brought out the hardness of tlie mouth ami the 
chin; and he said, with a somewhat dry smile, that now 
he realized what he had to contend against. The face was 
softened, however, by the eyes and by the lines that 
frequent laughter had made. But sometimes the eyes 
glittered. 

In December 1924 the Congress session was held at 
Belgaum, and Gandhiji was president. For him to become 
the Congress president was something in the nature of an 
anticlimax, for he had long been the permanent super- 
president.^^ 
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HIS main activity for some years had been 
khadi propaganda, and with this object he had under- 
taken extensive tours all over India. He took each prov- 
ince by turn and visited every district and almost every 
town of any consequence, as well as remote rural areas. 
Everywhere he attracted enormous crowds, and it re- 
quired a great deal of previous staff work to carry through 
his program. In this manner he has repeatedly toured 
India and got to know every bit of the vast country from 
the north to the far south, from the eastern mountains to 
the western sea. I do not think any other human being 
has ever traveled about India as much as he has done. 

In the past there were great wanderers who were con- 
tinually on the move, pilgrim souls with the wanderlust; 
but their means of locomotion were slow, and a lifetime 
of such wandering could hardly compete with a year by 
railway and motorcar. Gandhiji went by railway and 
automobile, but he did not confine himself to them; he 
tramped also. In this way he gathered his unique knowl- 
edge of India and her people, and in this way also scores 
of millions saw him and came into personal touch with 
him. 



the KHADl TOUR 


He came to the United Provinces in 1929 on his khadi 
tour, and spent many weeks in these provinces during the 
hottest part of the year. I accompanied him occasionally 
for a few days at a time and, despite previous experience, 
could not help marveling at the vast crowds he attracted. 
This was especially noticeable in our eastern districts, like 
Gorakhpur, where the swarms of human beings reminded 
one of hordes of locusts. As we motored through the rural 
areas, we would have gatherings of from ten thousand to 
twenty-five thousand every few miles, and the principal 
meeting of the day might even exceed a hundred thou- 
sand. There were no broadcasting facilities, except rarely 
in a few big cities, and it was manifestly impossible to be 
heard by these crowds. Probably they did not expect to 
hear anything; they were satisfied if they saw the Ma- 
hatma. Gandhiji usually addressed them briefly, avoiding 
undue strain; it would have been quite impossible to 
carry on otherwise in this fashion from hour to hour and 
day to day. 

I did not accompany him throughout his United Prov- 
inces tour as I could be of no special use to him and there 
was no point in my adding to the number of the touring 
party. I had no objection to crowds, but there was not 
sufficient inducement to get pushed and knocked about 
and my feet crushed — the usual fate of people accompany- 
ing Gandhiji. I had plenty of other work to do and had 
no desire to confine myself to khadi propaganda, which 
seemed to me a relatively minor activity in view of the 
developing political situation. To some extent I resented 
Gandhiji’s preoccupation with non-political issues, and I 
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could never understand the background of his thought. 
In those days he was collecting funds for khadi work, 
and he would say frequently that he wanted money for 
Daridranarayan, the “Lord of the Poor,” or “God that 
resides in the poor”; meaning thereby, presumably, that 
he wanted it to help the poor to find employment and 
work in cottage industries. But behind that word there 
seemed to be a glorification of poverty; God was espe- 
cially the Lord of the poor; they were His chosen people. 
That, I suppose, is the usual religious attitude everywhere. 
I could not appreciate it, for poverty seemed to me a 
hateful thing, to be fought and rooted out and not to be 
encouraged in any way. This inevitably led to an attack 
on a system which tolerated and produced poverty, and 
those who shrank from this had of necessity to justify 
poverty in some way. They could only think in terms of 
scarcity and could not picture a world abundantly sup- 
plied with the necessities of life; probably, according to 
them, the rich and the poor would always be with us. 

Whenever I had occasion to discuss this with Gandhiji, 
he would lay stress on the rich treating their riches as a 
trust for the people; it was a viewpoint of considerable 
antiquity, and one comes across it frequently in India as 
well as medieval Europe.^^ 

* # # 


INDEPENDENCE DAY 

Independence Day came, January 26, 1930, and it re- 
vealed to us, as in a flash, the earnest and enthusiastic 
mood of the country. There was something vastly im- 
pressive about die great gatherings everywhere, peacefully 
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and solemnly taking the pledge of independence without 
any speeches or exhortation. This celebration gave the 
necessary impetus to Gandhiji, and he felt, with his sure 
touch on the pulse of the people, that the time was ripe 
for action. Events followed then in quick succession, like 
a drama working up to its climax. 

As civil disobedience approached and electrified the 
atmosphere, our thoughts went back to the movement of 
1921-22 and the manner of its sudden suspension after 
Chauri Chaura. The country was more disciplined now, 
and there was a clearer appreciation of the nature of the 
struggle. The technique was understood to some extent, 
but more important still from Gandhiji s point of view, it 
was fully realized by everyone that he was terribly in 
earnest about non-violence. There could be no doubt 
about that now, as there probably was in the minds of 
some people ten years before. Despite all this, how could 
we possibly be certain that an outbreak of violence might 
not occur in some locality either spontaneously or as the 
result of an intrigue? And, if such an incident occurred, 
what would be its effect on our civil disobedience move- 
ment? Would it be suddenly wound up as before? That 
prospect was most disconcerting. 

Gandhiji probably thought over this question also in 
his own way, though the problem that seemed to trouble 
him, as far as I could gather from scraps of conversation, 
was put differently. 

The non-violent method of action to bring about a 
change for the better was to him the only right method 
and, if rightly pursued, an infallible method. Must it be 
said that this method required a specially favorable atmos- 
phere for its functioning and success, and that it should 

53 



not be tried if outward conditions were not suited to it 
That led to the conclusion that the non-violent metho 
was not meant for all contingencies, and was thus neithe. 
a universal nor an infallible method. This conclusion wa 
intolerable for Gandhiji, for he firmly believed that it wa 
a universal and infallible method. Therefore, necessarily 
it must function even though the external conditions wer 
unfavorable, and even in the midst of strife and violence 
The way of its functioning might be varied to suit varyin^ 
circumstances, but to stop it would be a confession o 
failure of the method itself. 

Perhaps his mind worked in some such way, but I car 
not be sure of his thoughts. He did give us the impressior 
that there was a slightly different orientation to his think 
ing, and that civil disobedience, when it came, need no 
he stopped because of a sporadic act of violence. If 
however, the violence became in any way part of th 
movement itself, then it ceased to be a peaceful civil dis 
obedience movement, and its activities had to be curtailec 
or varied. This assurance went a long way in satisfying 
many of us. 

The great question that hung in the air now was— 
how.? How were we to begin.? What form of civil dis- 
obedience should we take up that would be effective 
suited to the circumstances, and popular with the masses r 
And then the Mahatma gave the hint. 

Salt suddenly became a mysterious word, a word o. 
power. The salt tax was to be attacked, the salt laws were 
to be broken. We were bewildered and could not quite 
fit in a national struggle with common salt. Another sur- 
prising development was Gandhiji’s announcement of hi: 
“Eleven Points.” What was the point of making a list of 
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some political and social reforms— good in themselves, no 
doubt— when we were talking in terms of independence? 
Did Gandhiji mean the same thing when he used this 
term as we did, or did we speak a different language? 
We had no time to argue, for events were on the move. 
They were moving politically before our eyes from day 
to day in India; and, hardly realized by us at the time, 
they were moving fast in the world and holding it in the 
grip of a terrible depression. Prices were falling, and the 
city dwellers welcomed this as a sign of the plenty to 
come, but the farmer and the tenant saw the prospect 
with alarm. 

THE SALT MARCH 

Then came Gandhiji’s correspondence with the Viceroy 
and the beginning of the Dandi Salt March from the 
ashrama at Sabarmati. As people followed the fortunes 
of this marching column of pilgrims from day to day, 
the temperature of the country went up. A meeting of 
the All-India Congress Committee was held at Ahmcda- 
bad to make final arrangements for the struggle that was 
now almost upon us. The leader in the struggle was not 
present, for he was already tramping with his pilgrim 
band to the sea 

Having made our final preparations, we bade gootl-by 
to our comrades of the All-India Congress Committee at 
Ahmedabad, for none knew when or how wc could meet 
again, or whether we would meet at all. We hastened 
back to our posts to give the finishing touches to our local 
arrangements, in accordance with the new directions of 
the All-India Congress Committee, and, as Sarojini Naidu 
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power. The salt tax was to be attacked, the salt laws were 
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some political snd social rcfornis— good in themselves^ no 
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Did Gandhiji mean the same thing when he used this 
term as we did, or did we speak a different language? 
We had no time to argue, for events were on the move. 
They were moving politically before our eyes from day 
to day in India; and, hardly realized by us at the time, 
they were moving fast in the world and holding it in the 
grip of a terrible depression. Prices were falling, and the 
city dwellers welcomed this as a sign of the plenty to 
come, but the farmer and the tenant saw the prospect 
with alarm. 

THE SALT MARCH 

Then came Gandhiji’s correspondence with the Viceroy 
and the beginning of the Dandi Salt March from the 
ashrama at Sabarmati. As people followed the fortunes 
of this marching column of pilgrims from day to day, 
the temperature of the country went up. A meeting of 
the All-India Congress Committee was held at Ahmcda- 
bad to make final arrangements for the struggle that was 
now almost upon us. The leader in the struggle was not 
present, for he was already tramping with his pilgrim 
band to the sea. . . . 

Having made our final preparations, we bade good-by 
to our comrades of the All-India Congress Committee at 
Ahmedabad, for none knew when or how we could meet 
again, or whether we would meet at all. We hastened 
back to our posts to give the finishing touches to our local 
arrangements, in accordance with the new directions of 
the All-India Congress Committee, and, as Sarojini Naidu 
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said, to pack up our toothbrushes for the journey to 
prison. 

On our way back, Father and I went to see Gandhiji. 
He was at Jambusar with his pilgrim band, and we spent 
a few hours with him there and then saw him stride 
away with his party to the next stage in the journey to 
the salt sea. That was my last glimpse of him then as I 
saw him, staff in hand, marching along at the head of his 
followers, with firm step and a peaceful but undaunted 
look. It was a moving sight. . . . 

The sixth of April was the first day of the National 
Week, which is celebrated annually in memory of the 
happenings in 1919, from Satyagraha Day to Jallianwala 
Bagh. On that day Gandhiji began the breach of the salt 
laws at Dandi beach, and three or four days later permis- 
sion was given to all Congress organizations to do like- 
wise and begin civil disobedience in their own areas. 

It seemed as though a spring had been suddenly 
released; all over the country, in town and village, salt 
manufacture was the topic of the day, and many curious 
expedients were adopted to produce salt. We knew pre- 
cious little about it, and so we read it up where we could 
and issued leaflets giving directions; we collected pots 
and pans and ultimately succeeded in producing some 
unwholesome stuff, which we waved about in triumph 
and often auctioned for fancy prices. It was really imma- 
terial whether the stuff was good or bad ; the main thing 
was to commit a breach of the obnoxious salt law, and we 
were successful in that, even though the quality of our 
salt was poor. As wc saw the abounding enthusiasm of 
the people and the way salt-making was spreading like 
a prairie fire, we felt a little abashed and ashamed for 
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having questioned the efficacy of this method when it was 
first proposed by Gandhiji. And we marveled at the 
amazing knack of the man to impress the multitude and 
make it act in an organized way. . . . 

That year 1930 was full of dramatic situations and 
inspiring happenings; what surprised most was the amaz- 
ing power of Gandhiji to inspire and enthuse a whole 
people. There w^as something almost hypnotic about it, 
and we remembered the words used by Gokhale about 
him: how he had the power of making heroes out of 
clay. Peaceful civil disobedience as a technique of action 
for achieving great national ends seemed to have justified 
itself, and a quiet confidence grew in the country, shared 
by friend and opponent alike, that we were marching 
toward victory. A strange excitement filled those who 
were active in the movement, and some of this even crept 
inside the jail. '"Sumraj is coming!” said the ordinary 
convicts; and they waited impatiently for it, in the selfish 
hope that it might do them some good. The warders, 
coming in contact with the gossip of the bazaars, also 
expected that Swaraj was near; the petty jail official grew 
a little more nervous.^"* 

* « * 

AFTER THE ROUND TABLE CONFERENCE 

On the day and almost at the very hour of my father’s 
death [February 6, 1931 ], a large group of the Indian 
members of the Round Table Conference landed in Horn- 
bay. Mr. Srinivasa Sastri and Sir Tej Behadur Sapru, and 
perhaps some others whom I do not remember, came 
direct to Allahabad. Gandhiji and some members of the 
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G>ngress Working Committee were already there. There 
were some private meetings at our house at which an 
account was given of what the Round Table Conference 
had done. . . • 

Our previous opinions were only confirmed, that the 
Round Table Conference decisions had not the least value. 
Someone then suggested — I forget who he was — that 
Gandhiji should write to the Viceroy and ask for an inter- 
view and have a frank talk with him. He agreed to do 
so, although I do not think that he expected much in the 
way of result. 

Gandhiji always welcomed a meeting with those who 
disagreed with him. But it was one thing to deal with 
individuals on personal or minor issues; it was quite an- 
other matter to come up against an impersonal thing 
like the British government representing triumphant im- 
perialism. Realizing this, Gandhiji went to the interview 
with Lord Irwin with no high expectation. The civil dis- 
obedience movement was still going on, though it had 
toned down because there was much talk of pourparlers 
with the government. 

The interview was arranged without delay, and Gan- 
dhiji went off to Delhi, telling us that if there were any 
serious conversations with the Viceroy regarding a pro- 
visional settlement, he would send for the members of 
the Working Committee. A few days later we were all 
summoned to Delhi. For three weeks we remained there, 
meeting daily and having long and exhausting discus- 
sions. Gandhiji had frequent interviews with Lord Irwin, 
but sometimes there was a gap of three or four days, 
probably because the government of India was communi- 
cating with the India Office in London. Sometimes 
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apparently small matters or even certain words would 
hold up progress. One such word was “suspension” of 
civil disobedience. Gandhiji had all along made it clear 
that civil disobedience could not be finally stopped or 
given up, as it was the only weapon in the hands of the 
people. It could, however, be suspended. Lord Irwin 
objected to this word and wanted finality about the word, 
to which Gandhiji would not agree. Ultimately the word 
“discontinued” was used. 

GANDHI IN THE ASCENDANT 

Delhi attracted in those days all manner of people. 
There were many foreign journalists, especially Ameri- 
cans, and they were somewhat annoyed with us for our 
reticence. They would tell us that they got much more 
news about the Gandhiji-Irwin conversations from the 
New Delhi Secretariat than from us, which was a fact. 
Then there were many people of high degree who hur- 
ried to pay their respects to Gandhiji, for was not the 
Mahatma’s star in the ascendant ? It was very amusing to 
see these people, who had kept far away from Gandhiji 
and the Congress and often condemned them, now 
hastening to make amends. The Congress seemed to have 
made good, and no one knew what the future might hold. 
Anyway, it was safer to keep on good terms with the 
Congress and its leaders. A year later yet another change 
was witnessed in them, and they were shouting again 
their deep abhorrence of the Congress and all its works 
and their utter dissociation from it. 

Even the communalists were stirred by events, and 
sensed with some apprehension that they might not oc- 
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cupy a very prominent place in the coming order. And so 
many of them came to the Mahatma and assured him that 
they were perfectly willing to come to terms on the com- 
munal issue, and, if only he would take the initiative, 
there would be no difficulty about a settlement. 

The very prosperous gentlemen who came to visit 
Gandhiji showed us another side of human nature, and 
a very adaptable side, for wherever they sensed power and 
success, they turned to it and welcomed it with the sun- 
shine of their smiles. Many of them were stanch pillars of 
the British government in India. It was comforting to 
know that they would become equally stanch pillars of 
any other government that might flourish in India. 

Often in those days I used to accompany Gandhiji in 
his early morning walks in New Delhi. That was usually 
the only time one had a chance of talking to him, for the 
rest of the day was cut up into little bits, each minute 
allotted to somebody or something. Even the early morn- 
ing walk was sometimes given over to an interviewer, 
usually from abroad, or to a friend, come for a personal 
consultation. We talked of many matters, of the past, of 
the present, and especially of the future. I remember how 
he surprised me with one of his ideas about the future of 
the Congress. I had imagined that the Congress, as such, 
would automatically cease to exist with the coming of 
freedom. He thought that the Congress should continue, 
but on one condition: that it pass a self-denying ordi- 
nance, laying it down that none of its members could 
accept a pay job under the state, and, if anyone wanted 
such a post of authority in the state, he would have to 
leave the Congress. I do not at present remember how he 
worked this out, but the whole idea underlying it was that 
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the Congress, by its detachment and having no ax to 
grind, could exercise tremendous moral pressure on the 
executive as well as other departments of the government, 
and thus keep them on the right track. 

Now this is an extraordinary idea which I find difficult 
to grasp, and innumerable difficulties present themselves. 
It seems to me that such an assembly, if it could be con- 
ceived, would be exploited by some vested interest. But, 
practicality apart, it does help one to understand a little 
the background of Gandhiji’s thought. 

DEMOCRACY 

Gandhiji’s conception of democracy has nothing to do 
with numbers or majority or representation in the ordi- 
nary sense. It is based on service and sacrifice, and it uses 
moral pressure. He claims to be “a born democrat.” “I 
make that claim, if complete identification with the poor- 
est of mankind, longing to live no better than they, and 
a corresponding conscious effort to approach that level to 
the best of one’s ability can entitle one to make it.” This 
is his definition of a democrat. He says further: 

Let us recognize the fact that the Congress enjoys the 
prestige of a democratic character and influence not by 
the number of delegates and visitors it has drawn to its 
annual function, but by an ever increasing amount of 
service it has rendered. Western democracy is on its 
trial, if it has not already proved a failure. May it be re- 
served to India to evolve the true science of democracy 
by giving a visible demonstration of its success. 

Corruption and hypocrisy ought not to be the inevi- 
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table products of democracy, as they undoubtedly are 
today. Nor is bulk a true test of democracy. True de- 
mocracy is not inconsistent with a few persons repre- 
senting the spirit, the hope, and the aspirations of those 
whom they claim to represent. I hold that democracy 
cannot be evolved by forcible methods. The spirit of 
democracy cannot be imposed from without; it has to 
come from within. 

This is certainly not western democracy, as he himself 
says ; but, curiously enough, there is some similarity to the 
communist conception of democracy. A few communists 
will claim to represent the real needs and desires of the 
masses, even though the latter may themselves be unaware 
of them. The similarity, however, is slight and does not 
take us far; the differences in outlook and approach are 
far greater, notably in regard to methods and force. 

Whether Gandhiji is a democrat or not, he does repre- 
sent the peasant masses of India; he is the quintessence of 
the conscious and subconscious will of those millions. It 
is perhaps something more than representation ; for he is 
the idealized personification of those vast millions. Of 
course, he is not the average peasant. A man of the keenest 
intellect, of fine feeling and good taste, wide vision ; very 
human, and yet essentially the ascetic who has suppressed 
his passions and emotions, sublimated them and directed 
them in spiritual channels; a tremendous personality, 
drawing people to himself like a magnet, and calling out 
fierce loyalties and attachments — all this so utterly unlike 
and beyond a peasant. And yet withal he is the greatest 
peasant, with a peasant’s outlook on affairs, and with a 
peasant’s blindness to some aspects of life. But India is 
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peasant India, and so he knows his India well, reacts to 
her slightest tremors, gauges a situation accurately and 
almost instinctively, and has a knack of acting at the 
psychological moment. 

What a problem and a puzzle he has been not only to 
the British government but to his own people and his 
closest associates! Perhaps in every other country he 
would be out of place today, but India still seems to under- 
stand, or at least appreciate, the prophetic-religious type of 
man, talking of sin and salvation and non-violence. In- 
dian mythology is full of stories of great ascetics who, by 
the rigor of their sacrifices and self-imposed penance, built 
up a “mountain of merit” which threatened the dominion 
of some of the lesser gods and upset the established order. 
These myths have come often to my mind when I have 
watched the amazing energy and inner power of Gan- 
dhiji, coming out of some inexhaustible spiritual reservoir. 
He was obviously not of the world’s ordinary coinage; he 
was minted of a different and rare variety, and often the 
unknown stared at us through his eyes. 

THE IMPRESS OF THE PEASANT 

India, even urban India, even the new industrial India, 
had the impress of the peasant upon her; and it was nat- 
ural enough for her to make this son of hers, so like her 
and yet so unlike, an idol and a beloved leader. He re- 
vived ancient and half-forgotten memories, and gave her 
glimpses of her own soul. Crushed in the dark miseries 
of the present, she had tried to find relief in helpless mut- 
tering and in vague dreams of the past and the future, 
but he came and gave hope to her mind and strength to 
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her much battered body, and the future became an allur- 
ing vision. Two-faced like Janus, she looked both back- 
ward into the past and forward into the future, and tried 
to combine the two. 

Many of us had cut adrift from this peasant outlook, 
and the old ways of thought and custom and religion had 
become alien to us. We called ourselves moderns and 
thought in terms of “progress” and industrialization and 
a higher standard of living and collectivization. We con- 
sidered the peasant’s viewpoint reactionary; and some, a 
growing number, looked with favor toward socialism and 
communism. How came we to associate ourselves with 
Gandhiji politically, and to become, in many instances, 
his devoted followers? The question is hard to answer, 
and to one who does not know Gandhiji, no answer is 
likely to satisfy. Personality is an indefinable thing, a 
strange force that has power over the souls of men, and he 
possesses this in ample measure, and to all who come to 
him he often appears in a different aspect. He attracted 
people, but it was ultimately intellectual conviction that 
brought them to him and kept them there. They did not 
agree with his philosophy of life, or even with many of 
his ideals. Often they did not understand him. But the 
action that he proposed was something tangible which 
could be understood and appreciated intellectually. Any 
action would have been welcome after die long tradition 
of inaction wdiich our spineless politics had nurtured; 
brave and effective action with an ethical halo about it 
had an irresistible appeal, both to the intellect and to the 
emotions. Step by step he convinced us of the rightness of 
the action, and we went with him although we did not 
accept his philosophy. To divorce action from the thought 
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underlying it was not perhaps a proper procedure and 
was bound to lead to mental conflict and trouble later. 
Vaguely we hoped that Gandhiji, being essentially a man 
of action and very sensitive to changing conditions, would 
advance along the line that seemed to us to be right. And 
in any event the road he was following was the right one 
thus far; and, if the future meant a parting, it would be 
folly to anticipate it. 

All this shows that we were by no means clear or certain 
in our minds. Always we had the feeling that, wiiile we 
might be more logical, Gandhiji knew India far better 
than we did, and a man who could command such tre- 
mendous devotion and loyalty must have something in 
him that corresponded to the needs and aspirations of the 
masses. If we could convince him, we felt that we could 
also convert these masses. And it seemed possible to con- 
vince him; for, in spite of his peasant outlook, he was the 
born rebel, a revolutionary out for big changes, whom no 
fear of consequences could stop. 

“beloved slave driver” 

How he disciplined our lazy and demoralized people 
and made them work — not by force or any material in- 
ducement, but by a gentle look and a soft word and, above 
all, by personal example! In the early days of Satyagraha 
in India, as long ago as 1919, I remember how Umar 
Sobani of Bombay called him the “beloved slave driver.” 
Much had happened in the dozen years since then. Umar 
had not lived to see these changes, but we who had been 
more fortunate looked back from those early months of 
1931 with joy and elation. Nineteen-thirty had, indeed. 



been a wonder year for us, and Gandhiji seemed to have 
changed the face of our country with his magic touch. No 
one was foolish enough to think that we had triumphed 
finally over the British government. Our feeling of elation 
had little to do with the government. We were proud of 
our people, of our womanfolk, of our youth, of our chil- 
dren for the part they had played in the movement. It was 
a spiritual gain, valuable at any time and to any people, 
but doubly so to us, a subject and downtrodden people. 
And we were anxious that nothing should happen to take 
this away from us. 

To me, personally, Gandhiji had always shown extraor- 
dinary kindness and consideration, and my father’s 
death had brought him particularly near to me. He had 
always listened patiently to whatever I had to say and had 
made every effort to meet my wishes. This had, indeed, 
led me to think that perhaps some colleagues and I could 
influence him continuously in a socialist direction, and he 
had himself said that he was prepared to go step by step 
as he saw his way to do so. It seemed to me almost inevi- 
table then that he would accept the fundamental socialist 
position, as I saw no other way out from the violence and 
injustice and waste and misery of the existing order. He 
might disagree about the methods but not about the ideal. 
So I thought then, but I realize now that there are basic 
differences between Gandhiji’s ideals and the socialist ob- 
jective. 

THE DELHI PACT 

On the night of the fourth of March we waited till mid- 
night for Gandhiji’s return from the Viceroy’s house. He 
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came back about two a.m., and we were wakened and 
told that an agreement had been reached. We saw the 
draft. I knew most of the clauses, for they had been often 
discussed, but, at the very top. Clause 2 * with its reference 
to safeguards, etc., gave me a tremendous shock. I was 
wholly unprepared for it. I said nothing then, and we all 
retired. 

There was nothing more to be said. The thing had been 
done, our leader had committed himself; and, even if we 
disagreed with him, what could we do ? Throw him over ? 
Break from him? Announce our disagreement? That 
might bring some personal satisfaction to an individual, 
but it made no difference to die final decision. The civil 
disobedience movement was ended for the time being at 
least, and not even the Working Committee could push 
it on now, when the government could declare that Mr. 
Gandhi had already agreed to a settlement. I was perfectly 
willing, as were our other colleagues, to suspend civil dis- 
obedience and to come to a temporary settlement with the 
government. It was not an easy matter for any of us to 
send our comrades back to jail, or to be instrumental in 
keeping many thousands in prison who were already 
there. Prison is not a pleasant place to spend our days and 
nights, though many of us may train ourselves for it and 

^Clause 2 of the Delhi Settlement (dated March 5, 1931): “As rej^jards 
constitutional questions, the scope of future discussion is stated, with the assent 
of His Majesty’s Ciovernment, to be w’ith the object of considcrinj;; further 
the scheme for the constitutional Government of India discussed at the Round 
Table Conference. Of the scheme there outlined. Federation is an essential 
part; so also are Indian responsibility and reservations or safeguards in the 
interests of India, for such matters as, for instance, defense; external affairs; 
the position of minorities; the financial credit of India; and the discharge of 
obligations.” 
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talk lightheartcdly of its crushing routine. Besides, three 
weeks or more of conversations between Gandhiji and 
Lord Irwin had led the country to expect that a settlement 
was coming, and a final break would have been a disap- 
pointment. So all of us in the Working Committee were 
decidedly in favor of a provisional settlement (for ob- 
viously it could be nothing more), provided that thereby 
we did not surrender any vital position. 

Two matters interested me above all others. One was 
that our objective of independence should in no way be 
toned down, and the second was the effect of the settle- 
ment on our United Provinces agrarian situation. Gan- 
dhiji had made this point quite clear to Lord Irwin. The 
peasants were unable to pay the taxes demanded by the 
government. He had stated that, while the no-tax cam- 
paign would be withdrawn, we could not advise the peas- 
antry to pay beyond their capacity. 

The question of our objective, of independence, also 
remained. I saw in that Clause 2 of the settlement that 
even this seemed to be jeopardized. Was it for this that 
our people had behaved so gallantly for a year? Were all 
our brave words and deeds to end in this ? The independ- 
ence resolution of the Congress, the pledge of January 26, 
so often repeated ? So I lay and pondered on that March 
night, and in my heart there was a great emptiness as of 
something precious gone, almost beyond recall. 

This is the way the world ends, 

Not with a bang but a whimper. 

Gandhiji learned indirectly of my distress, and the next 
morning he asked me to accompany him in his usual 
walk. We had a long talk, and he tried to convince me 
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that nothing vital had been lost, no surrender of principle 
made. He interpreted Clause 2 of the agreement in a 
particular way so as to make it fit in with our demand 
for independence, relying chiefly on the words in it: “in 
the interests of India.” The interpretation seemed to me 
to be a forced one, and I was not convinced, but I was 
somewhat soothed by his talk. The merits of the agree- 
ment apart, I told him that his way of springing surprises 
upon us frightened me; there was something unknown 
about him which, in spite of the closest association for 
fourteen years, I could not understand at all and which 
filled me with apprehension. He admitted the presence 
of this unknown element in him, and said that he himself 
could not answer for it or foretell what it might lead to. 

For a day or two I wobbled, not knowing what to do. 
There was no question of opposing or preventing that 
agreement then. That stage was past, and all I could do 
was to dissociate myself theoretically from it, though ac- 
cepting it as a matter of fact. That would have soothed 
my personal vanity, but how did it help the larger issue? 
Would it not be better to accept gracefully what had been 
done, and put the most favorable interpretation upon it, 
as Gandhiji had done? In an interview to the press im- 
mediately after the agreement he had stressed that inter- 
pretation and that we stood completely by independence. 
He went to Lord Irwin and made this point quite clear, 
so that there might be no misapprehension then or in the 
future. In the event of the Congress sending any repre- 
sentative to the Round Table Conference, he told him, it 
could only be on this basis and to advance this claim. Lord 
Irwin could not, of course, admit the claim, but he rec- 
ognized the right of the Congress to advance it. 
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So I decided, not without great mental conflict and 
physical distress, to accept the agreement and work for 
it wholeheartedly. There appeared to me to be no middle 
way. 

In the course of Gandhiji’s interviews with Lord Irwin 
prior to the agreement, as well as after, he had pleaded 
for the release of political prisoners other than the civil 
disobedience prisoners. The latter were going to be dis- 
charged as part of the agreement itself. But there were 
thousands of others, both those convicted after trial and 
ditenus kept without any charge, trial, or conviction. 
Many of these dStenus had been kept so for years, and 
there had always been a great deal of resentment all over 
India, and especially in Bengal, which was most affected, 
at this method of imprisonment without trial. Gandhiji 
had pleaded for their release, not necessarily as part of the 
agreement, but as eminently desirable in order to relieve 
political tension and establish a more normal atmosphere 
in Bengal. But the government was not agreeable to 
this 

THE KARACHI CONGRESS 

The Karachi Congress was an even greater personal 
triumph for Gandhiji than any previous Congress had 
been. The president, Sardar Vallabhbhai Patel, was one of 
the most popular and forceful men in India with the 
prestige of victorious leadership in Gujrat, but it was the 
Mahatma who dominated the scene. 

The principal resolution dealt with the Delhi Pact and 
the Round Table Conference. I accepted it, of course, as 
it emerged from the Working Committee; but, when I 
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was asked by Gandhiji to move it in the open Congress, 
I hesitated. It went against the grain, and I refused at 
first, and then this seemed a weak and unsatisfactory posi- 
tion to take up. I was either for it or against it, and it was 
not proper to prevaricate or leave people guessing in the 
matter. Almost at the last moment, a few minutes before 
the resolution was taken up in the open Congress, I de- 
cided to sponsor it. In my speech I tried to lay before the 
great gathering quite frankly what my feelings were and 
why I had wholeheartedly accepted that resolution and 
pleaded with them to accept it. That speech, made on the 
spur of the moment and coming from the heart, and with 
little of ornament or fine phrasing in it, was probably 
a greater success than many of my other efforts which had 
followed a more careful preparation. I spoke on other res- 
olutions, too, notably on the Bhagat Singh resolution and 
the one on fundamental rights and economic policy. . . . 

The story goes that a certain mysterious individual with 
communist affiliations drew up this resolution, or the 
greater part of it, and thrust it down upon me at Karachi; 
that thereupon I issued an ultimatum to Mr. Gandhi to 
accept this or to face my opposition on the Delhi Pact 
issue, and Mr. Gandhi accepted it as a sop to me and 
forced it down on a tired Subjects Committee and Con- 
gress on the concluding day. 

So far as Mr. Gandhi is concerned, I have had the privi- 
lege of knowing him pretty intimately . . . and the idea 
of my presenting ultimatums to him or bargaining with 
him seems to me monstrous. We may accommodate our- 
selves to each other; or we may, on a particular issue, part 
company; but the methods of the market place can never 
affect our mutual dealings.^'^ 


7 ' 




OUR peaceful and monotonous routine in jail 
was suddenly upset in the middle of September 1932 by 
a bombshell. News came that Gandhiji had decided to 
“fast unto death” in disapproval of the separate electorates 
given by Mr. Ramsay MacDonald’s communal award to 
the depressed classes. What a capacity he had to give 
shocks to people! Suddenly all manner of ideas rushed 
into my head ; all kinds of possibilities and contingencies 
rose up before me and upset my equilibrium completely. 
For two days I was in darkness with no light to show the 
way out, my heart sinking when I thought of some results 
of Gandhiji’s action. The personal aspect was powerful 
enough, and I thought with anguish that I might not see 
him again. It was over a year ago that I had seen him last 
on board ship on the way to England. Was that going to 
be my last sight of him ? 

And then I felt annoyed with him for choosing a side 
issue for his final sacrifice. What would be the result on 
our freedom movement ? Would not the larger issues fade 
into the background, for the time being at least ? And, if 
he attained his immediate object and got a joint electorate 
for the depressed classes, would not that result in a reac- 
tion and a feeling that something had been achieved and 
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nothing more need be done for a while ? And was not his 
action a recognition, and in part an acceptance, of the 
communal award and the general scheme of things as 
sponsored by the government? Was this consistent with 
non-co-operation and civil disobedience? After so much 
sacrifice and brave endeavor, was our movement to tail 
off into something insignificant? 

I felt angry with him at his religious and sentimental 
approach to a political question, and his frequent refer- 
ences to God in connection with it. He even seemed to 
suggest that God had indicated the very date of the fast. 
What a terrible example to set! 

If Bapu died! What would India be like then? And 
how would her politics run ? There seemed to be a dreary 
and dismal future ahead, and despair seized my heart 
when I thought of it. 

So I thought and thought, while confusion reigned in 
my head, with anger and hopelessness, and love for him 
who was the cause of this upheaval. I hardly knew what 
to do, and I was irritable and short-temj>ered with every- 
body, most of all with myself. 

THE MAGIC OF A FAST 

And then a strange thing happened to me. I had quite 
an emotional crisis, and at the end of it I felt calmer, and 
the future seemed not so dark. Bapu had a curious knack 
of doing the right thing at the psychological moment, and 
it might be that his action — impossible to justify as it was 
from my point of view — would lead to great results, not 
only in the narrow field in which it was confined, but 
in the wider aspects of our national struggle. And, even if 
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Bapu died, our struggle for freedom would go on. So 
whatever happened, one had to keep ready and fit for it. 
Having made up my mind to face even Gandhiji’s death 
without flinching, I felt calm and collected and ready to 
face the world and all it might offer. 

Then came news of the tremendous upheaval all over 
the country, a magic wave of enthusiasm running through 
Hindu society, and untouchability appeared to be doomed. 
What a magician, I thought, was this little man sitting 
in Yeravda Prison, and how well he knew how to pull 
the strings that move people’s hearts! 

A telegram from him reached me. It was the first mes- 
sage I had received from him since my conviction, and it 
did me good to hear from him after that long interval. 
In this telegram he said : 

During all these days of agony you have been before 
mind’s eye. I am most anxious to know your opinion. 
You know how I value your opinion. Saw Indu [and] 
Swarup’s children. Indu looked happy and in possession 
of more flesh. Doing very well. Wire reply. Love. 

It was extraordinary, and yet it was characteristic of 
him, that in the agony of his fast and in the midst of his 
many preoccupations, he should refer to the visit of my 
daughter and my sister’s children to him, and even men- 
tion that Indira had put on flesh! (My sister was also 
in prison then and all these children were at school in 
Poona.) He never forgets the seemingly little things in 
life which really mean so much. 

News also came to me just then that some settlement 
had been reached over the electorate issue. The superin- 
tendent of the jail was good enough to allow me to send 
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an answer to Gandhiji and I sent him the following tele- 
gram: 

Your telegram and brief news that some settlement 
reached filled me with relief and joy. First news of your 
decision to fast caused mental agony and confusion, 
but ultimately optimism triumphed and I regained 
peace of mind. No sacrifice too great for suppressed 
downtrodden classes. Freedom must be judged by free- 
dom of lowest but feel danger of other issues obscuring 
only goal. Am unable to judge from religious view- 
point. Danger your methods being exploited by others 
but how can I presume to advise a magician. Love. 

THE HARIJAN MOVEMENT 

A “pact” was signed by various people gathered in 
Poona; with unusual speed the British Prime Minister 
accepted it and varied his previous award accordingly, 
and the fast was broken. I disliked such pacts and agree- 
ments greatly, but I welcomed the Poona Pact apart from 
its contents. 

The excitement was over, and we reverted to our jail 
routine. News of the Harijan movement and of Gandhiji’s 
activities from prison came to us, and I was not very 
happy about it. There was no doubt that a tremendous 
push had been given to the movement to end unlouch- 
ability and raise the unhappy depressed classes, not so 
much by the pact as by the crusading enthusiasm created 
all over the country. That was to be welcomed. But it 
was equally obvious that civil disobedience had suffered. 
The country’s attention had been diverted to other issues, 
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and many Congress workers had turned to the Harijan 
cause. Probably most of these people wanted an excuse to 
revert to safer activities which did not involve the risk of 
jail-going or, worse still, lathee blows and confiscations of 
property. That was natural, and it was not fair to expect 
all the thousands of our workers to keep always ready for 
intense suffering and the break-up and destruction of their 
homes. But still it was painful to watch this slow decay 
of our great movement. Civil disobedience was, however, 
still going on, and occasionally there were mass demon- 
strations like the Calcutta Congress in March-April 1933. 
Gandhi ji was in Yeravda Prison, but he had been given 
certain privileges to meet people and issue directions for 
the Harijan movements. Somehow this took away from 
the sting of his being in prison. All this depressed me. 

THE TWENTY-ONE DAY FAST 

Many months later, early in May 1933, Gandhiji began 
his twenty-one-day fast. The first news of this had again 
come as a shock to me, but I accepted it as an inevitable 
occurrence and schooled myself to it. Indeed I was irri- 
tated that people should urge him to give it up, after he 
had made up his mind and declared it to the public. For 
me the fast was an incomprehensible thing, and if I had 
been asked before the decision had been taken, I would 
certainly have spoken strongly against it. But I attached 
great value to Gandhijfs word, and it seemed to me 
wrong for anyone to try to make him break it, in a per- 
sonal matter which, to him, was of supreme importance. 
So, unhappy as I was, I put up with it. 

A few days before beginning his fast he wrote to me, 
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a typical letter which moved me very much. As he asked 
for a reply I sent him the following telegram: 

Your letter. What can I say about matters I do not 
understand.? I feel lost in strange country where you 
are the only familiar landmark and I try to grope my 
way in the dark but I stumble. Whatever happens my 
love and thoughts will be with you. 

I had struggled against my utter disapproval of his act 
and my desire not to hurt him. I felt, however, that I had 
not sent him a cheerful message, and now that he was 
bent on undergoing his terrible ordeal, which might even 
end in his death, I ought to cheer him up as much as I 
could. Little things make a difference psychologically, and 
he would have to strain every nerve to survive. I felt also 
that we should accept whatever happened, even his death, 
if unhappily it should occur, with a stout heart. So I sent 
him another telegram: 

Now that you are launched on your great enterprise 
may I send you again love and greetings and assure you 
that I feel more clearly now that whatever happens it 
is well and whatever happens you win. 

He survived the fast. On the first day of it he was dis- 
charged from prison, and on his advice civil disobedience 
was suspended for six weeks.^® 

# * * 


A NEW CHALLENGE 


Everywhere there was in evidence a new spirit of in- 
quiry, a questioning and a challenge to existing institu- 
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tions. The general direction of the mental wind was 
obvious, but still it was a gentle breeze, unsure of itself. 
Some people flirted with fascist ideas. A clear and definite 
ideology was lacking. Nationalism still was the dominat- 
ing thought. 

It seemed clear to me that nationalism would remain 
the outstanding urge, till some measure of political free- 
dom was attained. Because of this the Congress had been, 
and was still (apart from certain labor circles), the most 
advanced organization in India, as it was far the most 
powerful. During the past thirteen years, under Gandhiji’s 
leadership, it had produced a wonderful awakening of 
the masses, and, in spite of its vague bourgeois ideology, 
it had served a revolutionary purpose. It had not ex- 
hausted its utility yet and was not likely to do so till the 
nationalist urge gave place to a social one. Future progress, 
both ideological and in action, must therefore be largely 
associated with the Congress, though other avenues could 
also be used. . . . 

But Congress at present meant Gandhiji. What would 
he do? Ideologically he was sometimes amazingly back- 
ward, and yet in action he had been the greatest revolu- 
tionary of recent times in India. He was a unique 
personality, and it was impossible to judge him by the 
usual standards, or even to apply the ordinary canons of 
logic to him. But, because he was a revolutionary at 
bottom and was pledged to political independence for 
India, he was bound to play an uncompromising role till 
that independence was achieved. And in this very process 
he would release tremendous mass energies and would 
himself, I half hoped, advance step by step toward the 
social goal. 
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COMMUNIST ATTACKS 


The orthodox communists in India and outside have for 
many years past attacked Gandhiji and the Congress 
bitterly, and imputed all manner of base motives to the 
Congress leaders. Many of their theoretical criticisms of 
Congress ideology were able and pointed, and subsequent 
events partly justified them. Some of the earlier commu- 
nist analyses of the general Indian political situation 
turned out to be remarkably correct. But, as soon as they 
leave their general principles and enter into details, and 
especially when they consider the role of the Congress, 
they go hopelessly astray. One of the reasons for the weak- 
ness in numbers as well as influence of the communists 
in India is that, instead of spreading a scientific knowl- 
edge of communism and trying to convert people’s minds 
to it, they have largely concentrated on abuse of others. 
This has reacted on them and done them great injury. 
Most of them are used to working in labor areas, where a 
few slogans are usually enough to win over the workers. 
But mere slogans are not enough for the intellectual, and 
they have not realized that in India today the middle- 
class intellectual is the most revolutionary force. Almost in 
spite of the orthodox communists, many intellectuals have 
been drawn to communism, but even so there is a gulf 
between them. 

According to the communists, the objective of the Con- 
gress leaders has been to bring mass pressure on the gov- 
ernment in order to obtain industrial and commercial 
concessions in the interests of Indian capitalists and za- 
mindars. The task of the Congress is “to harness the eco- 
nomic and political discontent of the peasantry, the 
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lower middle class, and the industrial working class to the 
chariot of the mill owners and financiers of Bombay, 
Ahmedabad, and Calcutta.” The Indian capitalists arc 
supposed to sit behind the scenes and issue orders to the 
Congress Working Committee first to organize a mass 
movement and, when it becomes too vast and dangerous, 
to suspend it or sidetrack it. Further, that the Congress 
leaders really do not want the British to go away, as they 
arc required to control and exploit a starving population, 
and the Indian middle class do not feel themselves equal 
to this. 

It is surprising that able communists should believe this 
fantastic analysis, but, believing this as they apparently 
do, it is not surprising that they should fail so remarkably 
in India. Their basic error seems to be that they judge the 
Indian national movement from European labor stand- 
ards; and, used as they arc to the repeated betrayals of the 
labor movement by the labor leaders, they apply the 
analogy to India. . . . 

The idea that Gandhiji was forced to launch seem- 
ingly aggressive movements in 1921 and 1930 because of 
mass pressure is also absolutely wrong. Mass stirrings 
there were, of course, but on both occasions it was Gan- 
dhiji who forced the pace. In 1921 he carried the 
Congress almost singlehandcd and plunged it into non- 
co-operation. In 1930 it would have been quite impossible 
to have any aggressive and effective direct-action move- 
ment if he had resisted it in any way. 

It is very unfortunate that foolish and ill-informed criti- 
cisms of a personal nature are made, because they divert 
attention from the real issues. To attack Gandhiji’s bona 
fidcs is to injure oneself and one’s own cause, for to the 
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millions of India he stands as the embodiment of truth, 
and anyone who knows him at all realizes the passionate 
earnesmess with which he is always seeking to do right/^ 

# # # 

VILLAGE INDUSTRIES AND THE MACHINE 

The Congress, under Gandhiji's leadership, had long 
championed the revival of village industries, especially 
hand spinning and hand weaving. At no time, however, 
had the Congress been opposed to the development of big 
industries, and whenever it had the chance, in the legisla- 
tures or elsewhere, it had encouraged this develop- 
ment. . . . 

Is there a conflict between these two approaches? 
Possibly there is a difference in emphasis, a realization of 
certain human and economic factors which were over- 
looked previously in India. Indian industrialists and the 
politicians who supported them thought too much in 
terms of the nineteenth-century development of capitalist 
industry in Europe and ignored many of the evil conse- 
quences that were obvious in the twentieth century. In 
India, because normal progress had been arrested for a 
hundred years, those consequences were likely to be more 
far-reaching. The kind of medium-scale industries that 
were being started in India, under the prevailing eco- 
nomic system, resulted not in absorbing labor but in creat- 
ing more unemployment. While capital accumulated at 
one end, poverty and unemployment increased at the 
other. Under a different system and with a stress on big- 
scale industries absorbing labor, and with planned devel- 
opment, this might well have been avoided. 
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This fact of increasing mass poverty influenced Gandhi 
powerfully. It is true, I think, that there is a fundamental 
difference between his outlook on life generally and what 
might be called the modern outlook. He is not enamored 
of ever increasing standards of living and the grov^rth of 
luxury at the cost of spiritual and moral values. He does 
not favor the soft life; for him the straight way is the 
hard way, and the love of luxury leads to crookedness and 
loss of virtue. Above all he is shocked at the vast gulf that 
stretches between the rich and the poor, in their ways of 
living and their opportunities of growth. For his own 
personal and psychological satisfaction, he crossed that 
gulf and went over to the side of the poor, adopting, with 
only such improvements as the poor themselves could af- 
ford, their ways of living, their dress or lack of dress. This 
vast difference between the few rich and the poverty- 
stricken masses seemed to him to be due to two principal 
causes: foreign rule and the exploitation that accompanied 
it, and the capitalist industrial civilization of the West as 
embodied in the big machine. He reacted against both. 
He looked back with yearning to the days of the old 
autonomous and more or less self-contained village com- 
munity where there had been an automatic balance be- 
tween production, distribution, and consumption; where 
political or economic power was spread out and not con- 
centrated as it is today; where a kind of simple democracy 
prevailed ; where the gulf between the rich and the poor 
was not so marked; where the evils of great cities were 
absent and people lived in contact with the life-giving soil 
and breathed the pure air of the open spaces. 

There was all this basic difference in outlook as to the 
meaning of life itself between him and many others, and 
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this difference colored his language as well as his activi- 
ties. His language, vivid and powerful as it often was, 
drew its inspiration from the religious and moral teach- 
ings of the ages, principally of India but also of other 
countries. Moral values must prevail; the ends can never 
justify unworthy means, or else the individual and the 
race perish. 

And yet he was no dreamer living in some fantasy of 
his own creation, cut off from life and its problems. He 
came from Gujrat, the home of hardheaded businessmen, 
and he had an unrivaled knowledge of the Indian villages 
and the conditions of life that prevailed there. It was out 
of that personal experience that he evolved his program of 
the spinning wheel and village industry. If immediate 
relief was to be given to the vast numbers of the unem- 
ployed and partially employed, if the rot that was spread- 
ing throughout India and paralyzing the masses was to be 
stopped, if the villagers’ standards were to be raised, how- 
ever little, en masse, if they were to be taught self-reliance 
instead of waiting helplessly like derelicts for relief from 
others, if all this was to be done without much capital, 
then there seemed no other way. Apart from the evils 
inherent in foreign rule and exploitation, and the lack of 
freedom to initiate and carry through big schemes of re- 
form, the problem of India was one of scarcity of capital 
and abundance of labor — ^liow to utilize that wasted labor, 
that manpower that was producing nothing. Foolish com- 
parisons are made between manpower and machine 
power; of course a big machine can do the work of a 
thousand or ten thousand persons. But if those ten thou- 
sand sit idly by or starve, the introduction of that machine 
is not a social gain, except in long perspective which cn- 
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visages a change in social conditions. When the big ma- 
chine is not there at all, then no question of comparison 
arises; it is a net gain both from the individual and the 
national point of view to utilize manpower for produc- 
tion. There is no necessary conflict between this and the 
introduction of machinery on the largest scale, provided 
that machinery is used primarily for absorbing labor and 
not for creating fresh unemployment.^® 

« * # 


IN YERAVDA PRISON 

While I waited for my discharge from prison, the new 
form of civil disobedience for individuals was beginning 
outside. Gandhiji decided to give the lead, and, after 
giving full notice to the authorities, he started on August 
I with the intention of preaching civil resistance to the 
Gujrat peasantry. He was immediately arrested, sentenced 
to one year, and sent back again to his cell in Yeravda. 
I was glad he had gone back. But soon a new complica- 
tion arose. Gandhiji claimed the same facilities for carry- 
ing on Harijan work from prison as he had had before; 
the government refused to grant them. Suddenly we 
heard that Gandhiji had started fasting again on this issue. 
It seemed an extraordinarily trivial matter for such a 
tremendous step. It was quite impossible for me to under- 
stand his decision, even though he might be completely 
right in his argument with the government. We could do 
nothing, and we looked on, bewildered. 

After a week of the fast his condition grew rapidly 
worse. He had been removed to a hospital, but he was still 
a prisoner, and the government would not give in on the 
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question of facilities for Harijan work. He lost the will to 
live (which he had during his previous fasts) and allowed 
himself to go downhill. The end seemed to be near. He 
said good-by and even made dispositions of the few per- 
sonal articles that were lying about him, giving some to 
the nurses. But the government had no intention of al- 
lowing him to die on its hands, and that evening he was 
suddenly discharged. It was just in time to save him. An- 
other day and perhaps it would have been too late. Prob- 
ably a great deal of the credit for saving him should go to 
C. F. Andrews, who had rushed to India, contrary to 
Gandhiji’s advice. . . . 

After my discharge from prison I surveyed political and 
economic conditions in India, and felt little enthusi- 
asm. ... As soon as my mother’s health permitted it, I 
went to Poona to see Gandhiji. I was happy to see him 
again and to find that, though weak, he was making 
good progress. We had long talks. It was obvious that we 
differed considerably in our outlook on life and politics 
and economics; but I was grateful to him for the generous 
way in which he tried to come as far as he could to meet 
my viewpoint. Our correspondence, subsequently pub- 
lished, dealt with some of the wider issues that filled my 
mind, and, though they were referred to in vague lan- 
guage, the general drift was clear. I was happy to have 
Gandhiji’s declaration that there must be a devesting of 
vested interests, though he laid stress that this should be 
by conversion, not compulsion. As some of his methods 
of conversion are not far removed, to my thinking, from 
courteous and considerate compulsion, the difference did 
not seem to me very great. I had the feeling with him 
then, as before, that though he might be averse to con- 
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sidering vague theories the logic of facts would take him, 
step by step, to the inevitability of fundamental social 
changes. 

For the present, I thought then, this question did not 
arise. We were in the middle of our national struggle, 
and civil disobedience was still the program, in theory, of 
the Congress, although it had been restricted to individ- 
uals. We had to carry on as we were and try to spread 
socialistic ideas among the people, and especially among 
the more politically conscious Congress workers, so that 
when the time came for another declaration of policy we 
might be ready for a notable advance. Meanwhile, Con- 
gress was an unlawful organization, and the British gov- 
ernment was trying to crush it. We had to meet that 
attack. 

RETTREMENT FROM CONGRESS 

The principal problem which faced Gandhiji was a per- 
sonal one. What was he to do himself? He was in a 
tangle. If he went to jail again, the same question of 
Harijan privileges would arise and, presumably, the gov- 
ernment would not give in, and he would fast again. 
Would the same round be repeated ? He refused to submit 
to such a cat-and-mouse policy, and said that if he fasted 
again for those privileges, the fast would continue even 
though he were released. That meant a fast to death. 

The second possible course before him was not to court 
imprisonment during the year of his sentence (ten and a 
half months of this remained still) and devote himself 
to Harijan work. But at the same time he would meet 
Congress workers and advise them when necessary. 

86 



A third possibility he suggested to me was that he 
should retire from the Congress altogether for a while, 
and leave it in the hands of the “younger generation,” as 
he put it. 

The first course, ending, as it seemed, in his death by 
starvation, was impossible for any one of us to recom- 
mend. The third seemed very undesirable when the Con- 
gress was an illegal body. It would result either in the 
immediate withdrawal of civil disobedience and all forms 
of direct action and a going back to legality and constitu- 
tional activity, or in a Congress, outlawed and isolated, 
now even from Gandhiji, being crushed still further by 
the government. Besides, there was no question of any 
group’s taking possession of an illegal organization which 
could not meet and discuss any policy. By a process of 
exclusion we arrived thus at the second course of action 
suggested by him. Most of us disliked it, and we knew 
that it would give a heavy blow to the remains of civil 
disobedience. If the leader had himself retired from the 
fight, it was not likely that many enthusiastic Congress 
workers would jump into the fire. But there seemed no 
other way out of the tangle, and Gandhiji made his an- 
nouncement accordingly. . . . 

SOCIALIST CRITICISMS 

In Bombay I met many friends and comrades, some 
only recently out of prison. The socialistic clement was 
strong there, and there was much resentment at recent 
happenings in the upper ranks of the Congress. Gandhiji 
was severely criticized for his nietaphysical outlook ap- 
plied to politics. With much of the criticism I was in 
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agreement, but I was quite clear that, situated as we were, 
we had little choice in the matter and had to carry on. 
Any attempt to withdraw civil disobedience would have 
brought no relief to us, for the government’s offensive 
would continue and all effective work would inevitably 
lead to prison. Our national movement had arrived at a 
stage when it had to be suppressed by the government, 
or it would impose its will on the British government. 
This meant that it had arrived at a stage when it was 
always likely to be declared illegal, and, as a movement, 
it could not go back even if civil disobedience were with- 
drawn. The continuance of disobedience made little dif- 
ference in practice, but it was an act of moral defiance 
which had value. It was easier to spread new ideas during 
a struggle than it would be when the struggle was wound 
up for the time being, and demoralization ensued. The 
only alternative to the struggle was a compromising atti- 
tude to the British authority and constitutional action in 
the councils. 

It was a difficult position, and the choice was not an 
easy one. I appreciated the mental conflicts of my col- 
leagues, for I had myself had to face them. But I found 
there, as I have found elsewhere in India, some people 
who wanted to make high socialistic doctrine a refuge 
for inaction. It was a little irritating to find people who 
did little themselves criticizing others who had shouldered 
the burden in the heat and dust of the fray as reaction- 
aries. These parlor socialists are especially hard on 
Gandhiji as the archreactionary, and advance arguments 
which in logic leave little to be desired. But the little fact 
remains that this “reactionary” knows India, understands 
India, almost is peasant India, and has shaken up India 
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as no so<allcd revolutionary has done. Even his latest 
Harijan activities have gently but irresistibly undermined 
orthodox Hinduism and shaken it to its foundations. The 
whole tribe of the orthodox have ranged themselves 
against him and consider him their most dangerous 
enemy, although he continues to treat them with all gen- 
tleness and courtesy. In his own peculiar way he has a 
knack of releasing powerful forces which spread out, like 
ripples on the water’s surface, and affect millions. Reac- 
tionary or revolutionary, he has changed the face of India, 
given pride and character to a cringing and demoralized 
people, built up strength and consciousness in the masses, 
and made the Indian problem a world problem. Quite 
apart from the objective aimed at and its metaphysical 
implications, the method of non-violent non-co-operation 
or civil resistance is a unique and powerful contribution 
of his to India and the world, and there can be no doubt 
that it has been peculiarly suited to Indian conditions.** 

* * * 

THE EMBODIMENT OF INDIA 

What a wonderful man was Gandhiji after all, with his 
amazing and almost irresistible charm and subtle power 
over people! His writings and his sayings conveyed little 
enough impression of the man behind; his personality 
was far bigger than they would lead one to think. And 
his services to India, how vast they had been ! He had in- 
stilled courage and manhood in her people, and discipline 
and endurance, and the power of joyful sacrifice for a 
cause, and, with all his humility, pride. Courage is the one 
sure foundation of character, he had said; without cour- 
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age there is no morality, no religion, no love. “One cannot 
follow truth or love so long as one is subject to fear.” 
With all his horror of violence, he had told us that “cow- 
ardice is a thing even more hateful than violence.” And 
“discipline is the pledge and guarantee that a man means 
business. There is no deliverance and no hope without 
sacrifice, discipline, and self-control. Merc sacrifice with- 
out discipline will be unavailing.” Words only and pious 
phrases perhaps, rather platitudinous, but there was power 
behind the words, and India knew that this little man 
meant business. 

He came to represent India to an amazing degree and 
to express the very spirit of that ancient and tortured 
land. Almost he was India, and his very failings were 
Indian failings. A slight to him was hardly a personal 
matter, it was an insult to the nation; and viceroys and 
others who indulged in these disdainful gestures little 
realized what a dangerous crop they were sowing. I re- 
member how hurt I was when I first learned that the 
Pope had refused an interview to Gandhiji when he was 
returning from the Round Tabic Conference in December 
1931. That refusal seemed to me an affront to India, and 
there can be no doubt that the refusal was intentional, 
though the affront was probably not thought of. The 
Catholic Church docs not approve of saints or mahatmas 
outside its fold, and because some Protestant churchmen 
had called Gandhiji a great man of religion and a real 
Christian, it became all the more necessary for Rome to 
dissociate itself from this heresy. . . . 

In spite of the closest association with him for many 
years, I am not clear in my own mind about his objective. 
I doubt if he is clear himself. One step is enough for me, 
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he says; and he does not try to peep into the future or to 
have a clearly conceived end before him. Look after the 
means, and the end will take care of itself, he is never 
tired of repeating. Be good in your personal individual 
lives, and all else will follow. That is not a political or 
scientific attitude, nor is it perhaps even an ethical atti- 
tude. It is narrowly moralist, and it begs the question: 
What is goodness.^ Is it merely an individual affair or a 
social affair? Gandhiji lays all stress on character and 
attaches little importance to intellectual training and de- 
velopment. Intellect without character is likely to be 
dangerous, but what is character without intellect ? How, 
indeed, does character develop? Gandhiji has been com- 
pared to the medieval Christian saints, and much that he 
says seems to fit in with this. It does not fit in at all with 
modern psychological experience and method. . . . 

SIN AND SALVATION 

I imagine that Gandhiji is not so vague about the objec- 
tive as he sometimes appears to be. He is passionately 
desirous of going in a certain direction, but this is wholly 
at variance with modern ideas and conditions, and he has 
so far been unable to fit the two, or to chalk out all the 
intermediate steps leading to his goal. Hence the appear- 
ance of vagueness and avoidance of clarity. But his gen- 
eral inclination has been clear enough for a quarter of a 
century, ever since he started formulating his philosophy 
in South Africa. I do not know if those early writings 
still represent his views. I doubt if they do so in their en- 
tirety, but they do help us to understand the background 
of his thought. 
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“India’s salvation consists,” he wrote in 1909, “in un- 
learning what she has learned during the last fifty years. 
The railways, telegraphs, hospitals, lawyers, doctors, and 
suchlike have all to go; and the so-called upper classes 
have to learn consciously, religiously, and deliberately the 
simple peasant life, knowing it to be a life giving true 
happiness.” And again: “Every time I get into a railway 
car or use a motor bus I know that I am doing violence to 
my sense of what is right”; “to attempt to reform the 
world by means of highly artificial and speedy locomotion 
is to attempt the impossible. . . .” 

Gandhiji is always thinking in terms of personal salva- 
tion and of sin, while most of us have society’s welfare 
uppermost in our minds. I find it difhcult to grasp the 
idea of sin, and perhaps it is because of this that I cannot 
appreciate Gandhiji’s general outlook. He is not out to 
change society or the social structure; he devotes himself 
to the eradication of sin from individuals. “The follower 
of Swadeshi,” he has written, “never takes upon himself 
the vain task of trying to reform the world, for he believes 
that the world is moved and always will be moved accord- 
ing to the rules set by God.” And yet he is aggressive 
enough in his attempts to reform the world; but the re- 
form he aims at is individual reform, the conquest over 
the senses and the desire to indulge them, which is sin. 
Probably he will agree with the definition of liberty 
which an able Roman Catholic writer on fascism has 
given : “Liberty is no more than freedom from the bond- 
age of sin.” How almost identical this is with the words 
of the Bishop of London written two hundred years ago: 
“The Freedom which Christianty gives is Freedom from 
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the Bondage of sin and Satan and from the Dominion 
of Men’s Lusts and Passions and inordinate Desires.” ^ 

* * * 

“what religion means” 

“No man can live without religion,” Gandhiji has writ- 
ten somewhere. “There are some who in the egotism of 
their reason declare that they have nothing to do with 
religion, but that is like a man saying that he breathes, 
but that he has no nose.” Again he says: “My devotion to 
truth has drawn me into the field of politics; and I can 
say without the slightest hesitation, and yet in all humil- 
ity, that those who say that religion has nothing to do 
with politics do not know what religion means.” Perhaps 
it would have been more correct if he had said that most 
of these people who want to exclude religion from life 
and politics mean by that word “religion” something very 
different from what he means. It is obvious that he is 
using it in a sense — probably moral and ethical more than 
any other — different from that of the critics of religion."^ 

# # « 

People who do not know Gandhiji personally and have 
only read his writings are apt to think that he is a priestly 
type, extremely puritanical, long-faced, Calvinistic, and a 
kill-joy, something like the “priests in black gowns walk- 
ing their rounds.” But his writings do him an injustice; 
he is far greater than what he writes, and it is not quite 
fair to quote what he has written and criticize it. He is the 
very opposite of the Calvinistic priestly type. His smile 
is delightful, his laughter infectious, and he radiates light- 
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heartedness. There is something childlike about him 
which is full of charm. When he enters a room, he brings 
a breath of fresh air with him which lightens the atmos- 
phere. 

He is an extraordinary paradox. I suppose all outstand- 
ing men are so to some extent. For years I have puzzled 
over this problem: why with all his love and solicitude for 
the underdog he yet supports a system which inevitably 
produces it and crushes it; why with all his passion for 
non-violence he is in favor of a political and social struc- 
ture which is wholly based on violence and coercion. Per- 
haps it is not correct to say that he is in favor of such a 
system; he is more or less of a philosophical anarchist. 
But, as the ideal anarchist state is too far off still and can- 
not easily be conceived, he accepts the present order. It is 
not, I think, a question of means, that he objects, as he 
does, to the use of violence in bringing about a change. 
Quite apart from the methods to be adopted for changing 
the existing order, an ideal objective can be envisaged, 
something that is possible of achievement in the not 
distant future. 

HIS “socialism” 

Sometimes he calls himself a socialist, but he uses the 
word in a sense peculiar to himself which has little or 
nothing to do with the economic framework of society 
which usually goes by the name of socialism. Following 
his lead, a number of prominent Congressmen have taken 
to the use of that word, meaning thereby a kind of mud- 
dled humanitarianism, I know that Gandhiji is not igno- 
rant of the subject, for he has read many books on 

94 



economics and socialism and even Marxism, and has 
discussed it with others. But I am becoming more and 
more convinced that in vital matters the mind by itself 
does not carry us far. 

Gandhiji underwent a tremendous conversion during 
his early days in South Africa, and this shook him up 
greatly and altered his whole outlook on life. Since then 
he has had a fixed basis for all his ideas, and his mind is 
hardly an open mind. He listens with the greatest pa- 
tience and attention to people who make new suggestions 
to him, but behind all his courteous interest one has the 
impression that one is addressing a closed door. He is so 
firmly anchored to some ideas that everything else seems 
unimportant. To insist on other and secondary matters 
would be a distraction and a distortion of the larger 
scheme. To hold onto that anchor would necessarily re- 
sult in a proper adjustment of these other matters. If the 
means are right, the end is bound to be right. 

That, I think, is the main background of his thought. 
He suspects also socialism, and more particularly Marx- 
ism, because of their association with violence. The very 
words “class war” breathe conflict and violence and arc 
thus repugnant to him. He has also no desire to raise the 
standards of the masses beyond a certain very modest 
competence, for higher standards and leisure may lead to 
self-indulgence and sin. It is bad enough that the handful 
of the well-to-do arc self-indulgent; it would be much 
worse if their numbers were added to. 

That outlook is as far removed from the socialistic, or 
for that matter the capitalistic, as anything can be. To say 
that science and industrial technique today can demon- 
strably feed, clothe, and house everybody and raise their 
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standards of living very greatly, if vested interests did not 
intervene, does not interest him much, for he is not keen 
on those results, beyond a certain limit. The promise of 
socialism therefore holds no attraction for him, and cap- 
italism is only partly tolerable because it circumscribes 
the evil. He dislikes both, but puts up with the latter for 
the present as a lesser evil and as something which exists 
and of which he has to take cognizance. 

I may be wrong perhaps in imputing these ideas to 
him, but I do feel that he tends to think in this manner, 
and the paradoxes and confusions in his utterances that 
trouble us are really due to entirely different premises 
from which he starts. He docs not want people to make 
an ideal of ever increasing comfort and leisure, but to 
think of the moral life, to give up their bad habits, to 
indulge themselves less and less, and thus to develop 
themselves individually and spiritually. And those who 
wish to serve the masses have not so much to raise them 
materially as to go down themselves to their level and 
mix with them on equal terms. In so doing inevitably 
they will help in raising them somewhat. That, according 
to him, is true democracy. “Many have despaired of re- 
sisting me,” he writes in a statement he issued on Sep- 
tember 17, 1934. “This is a humiliating revelation to me, 
a born democrat. . . 

Gandhiji is always laying stress on the idea of the trus- 
teeship of the feudal prince, of the big landlord, of the 
capitalist. He follows a long succession of men of religion. 
The Pope has declared that “the rich must consider them- 
selves the servants of the Almighty as well as the guardians 
and the distributors of His wealth, to whom Jesus Christ 
Himself entrusted the fate of the poor.” Popular Hindu- 
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ism and Islam repeat this idea and are always calling 
upon the rich to be charitable, and they respond by build- 
ing temples or mosques or dharamshalas, or giving, out 
of their abundance, coppers or silver to the poor and feel- 

... oo 

mg very virtuous in consequence. ..." 
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V 


PEARL HARBOR and what followed it sud- 
denly created a new tension and gave a new perspective. 
The Congress Working Committee met immediately 
after in this new atmosphere of tension. The Japanese had 
made no great advance till then, but major and stunning 
disasters had already taken place. The war ceased to be a 
distant spectacle and began to approach India and affect 
her intimately. Among Congressmen the desire to play 
an effective part in these perilous developments became 
strong, and the jail-going business seemed pointless in 
this new situation. But what could we do unless some 
door was open for honorable co-operation and the people 
could be made to feel some positive inspiration for action ? 
A negative fear of threatening danger was not enough. 

In spite of past history and all that had happened, we 
were eager to offer our co-operation in the war and espe- 
cially for the defense of India, subject necessarily to a 
national government which would enable us to function 
in the co-operation with other elements in the country and 
to make the people feel that it was really a national effort 
and not an imposed one by outsiders who had enslaved 
us. There was no difference of opinion on this general 
approach among Congressmen as well as most others, but 
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a vital difference of principle arose rather unexpectedly. 
Gandhi found himself unable to give up his fundamental 
principle of non-violence even in regard to external war. 
The very nearness of that war became a challenge to him 
and a test of faith. If he failed at this critical moment, 
cither non-violence was not the all-embracing and basic 
principle and course of action he had believed it to be, or 
else he was wrong in discarding it or compromising with 
it. He could not give up the faith of a lifetime on which 
he had based all his activities, and he felt that he must 
accept the necessary consequences and implications of 
that non-violence. 

WAR IN EUROPE 

A similar difficulty and conflict had arisen for the first 
time about the time of the Munich crisis in 1938, when 
war seemed to be impending. I was in Europe then and 
was not present at the discussions that took place. But the 
difficulty passed with the passing of the crisis and the 
postponement of war. When war actually started in Sep- 
tember 1939, no such question arose or was discussed by 
us. It was only in the late summer of 1940 that Gandhi 
again made it clear to us that he could not make himself a 
party to violent warfare and he would like the Congress 
to adopt the same attitude in regard to it. He was agree- 
able to giving moral and every other kind of help, short 
of actual assistance in armed and violent warfare. He 
wanted Congress to declare its adherence to the principle 
of non-violence even for a free India. He knew, of course, 
that there were many elements in the country, and even 
within the Congress, who did not have that faith in non- 
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violence; he realized that a government of free India was 
likely to discard non-violence when questions of defense 
were concerned and to build up military, naval, and air 
power. But he wanted, if possible, for Congress at least to 
hold the banner of non-violence aloft and thus to train 
the minds of the people and make them think increas- 
ingly in terms of peaceful action. He had a horror of see- 
ing India militarized. He dreamed of India becoming a 
symbol and example of non-violence and by her example 
weaning the rest of the world from war and the ways of 
violence. Even if India as a whole had not accepted this 
idea, Congress should not discard it when the time for 
trial came. . . . 

At no time, so far as I am aware, was the question of 
non-violence considered in relation to the army, navy, or 
air forces, or the police. It was taken for granted that its 
application was confined to our struggle for freedom. It 
is true that it had a powerful effect on our thinking in 
many ways and it made the Congress strongly favor world 
disarmament and a peaceful solution of all international, 
as well as national, disputes. 

When the Congress governments were functioning in 
the provinces, many of them were eager to encourage 
some form of military training in the universities and col- 
leges. It was the government of India that disapproved of 
this and came in the way. 

THE LESSER EVIL 

Gandhi no doubt disapproved of these tendencies, but 
he did not interfere. He did not even like the use of the 
police as an armed force for the suppression of riots, and 
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he expressed his distress at it. But he put up with it as a 
lesser evil, and hoped that his teaching would gradually 
sink into the mind of India. It was his disapproval of 
such tendencies within the Congress that led him to sever 
his formal membership connection with the Congress in 
the early thirties, though even so he continued as the un- 
doubted leader and adviser of the Congress. It was an 
anomalous and unsatisfactory position for all of us, but 
perhaps it made him feel that thus he was not personally 
responsible for all the varied decisions which Congress 
took from time to time, which did not wholly conform 
to his principles and convictions. Always there has been 
the inner conflict within him, and in our national politics, 
between Gandhi as a national leader and Gandhi as a man 
with a prophetic message which was not confined to India 
but was for humanity and the world. It is never easy to 
reconcile a strict adherence to truth as one sees it with 
the exigencies and expediencies of life, and especially of 
political life. Normally people do not even worry them- 
selves over this problem. They keep truth apart in some 
corner of their minds, if they keep it at all anywhere, and 
accept expediency as the measure of action. In politics 
that has been the universal rule, not only because unfortu- 
nately politicians are a peculiar species of opportunists, 
but because they cannot act purely on the personal plane. 
They have to make others act, and so they have to con- 
sider the limitations of others and their understanding of 
and receptivity to truth. And because of this they have to 
make compromises with that truth and adapt it to the 
prevailing circumstances. That adaptation becomes inev- 
itable, and yet there are always risks attending it, and the 
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tendency to ignore and abandon truth grows and expedi- 
ency becomes the sole criterion of action. 

Gandhi, for all his rocklike adherence to certain princi- 
ples, has shown a great capacity to adapt himself to others 
and to changing circumstances, to take into consideration 
the strength and weakness of those others, and especially 
of the mass of the people, and how far they were capable 
of acting up to the truth as he saw it. But from time to 
time he pulls himself up, as if he were afraid that he had 
gone too far in his compromising, and returns to his 
moorings. In the midst of action, he seems to be in tune 
with the mass mind, responsive to its capacity and there- 
fore adapting himself to it to some extent; at other times 
he becomes more theoretical and apparently less adapt- 
able. There is also the same difference observable in his 
action and his writings. This is confusing to his own 
people; more so to others who are ignorant of the back- 
ground in India. 

How far a single individual can influence a people’s 
thought and ideology it is difficult to say. Some people in 
history have exerted a powerful influence, and yet it may 
be that they have emphasized and brought out something 
that already existed in the mind of the people, or have 
given clear and pointed expression to the vaguely felt 
ideas of the age. Gandhi’s influence on India’s mind has 
been profound in the present age; how long and in 
what form it will endure, only the future can show. 
That influence is not limited to those who agree with 
him or accept him as a national leader; it extends to 
those also who disagree with him and criticize him. Very 
few persons in India accept in its entirety his doctrine of 
non-violence or his economic theories, yet very many have 
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been influenced by them in some way or other. Usually 
speaking in terms of religion, he has emphasized the 
moral approach to political problems as well as those of 
everyday life. The religious background has affected those 
chiefly who were inclined that way, but the moral ap- 
proach has influenced others also. Many have been appre- 
ciably raised to higher levels of moral and ethical action, 
and many more have been forced to think at least in those 
terms, and that thought itself has some effect on action 
and behavior. Politics ceases to be just expediency and 
opportunism, as it usually has been everywhere, and there 
is a continuous moral tussle preceding thought and action. 
Expediency, or what appears to be immediately possible 
and desirable, can never be ignored, but it is toned down 
oy other considerations and a longer view of more distant 
ronsequences. 

Gandhi’s influence in these various directions has per- 
vaded India and left its mark. But it is not because of his 
lon-violence or economic theories that he has become the 
'oremost and most outstanding of India’s leaders. To the 
/ast majority of India’s people he is the symbol of India 
determined to be free, of militant nationalism, of a refusal 
:o submit to arrogant might, of never agreeing to any- 
hing involving national dishonor. Though many people 
n India may disagree with him on a hundred matters, 
hough they may criticize him or even part company 
Torn him on some particular issues, at a time of action 
ind struggle when India’s freedom is at stake, they flock 
o him again and look up to him as their inevitable leader. 



THE ISSUE OF NON-VIOLENCE 

When Gandhiji raised in 1940 the question of non- 
violence in relation to the war and the future of free 
India, the Congress Working Committee had to face the 
issue squarely. They made it clear to him that they were 
unable to go as far as he wanted them to go and could 
not possibly commit India or the Congress to future 
applications of this principle in the external domain. 
This led to a definite and public break with him on this 
issue. Two months later further discussions led to an 
agreed formula which was later adopted as part of a reso- 
lution by the All-India Congress Committee. That for- 
mula did not wholly represent Gandhiji’s attitude; it 
represented what he agreed, perhaps rather unwillingly, 
for Congress to say on this subject. At that time the Brit- 
ish government had already rejected the latest offer made 
by the Congress for co-operation in the war on the basis 
of a national government. Some kind of conflict was 
approaching, and, as was inevitable, both Gandhiji and 
Congress looked toward each other and were impelled by 
a desire to find a way out of the deadlock between them. 
The formula did not refer to the war, as just previously 
our offer of co-operation had been unceremoniously and 
utterly rejected. It dealt theoretically with the Congress 
policy in regard to non-violence, and for the first time 
stated how, in the opinion of the Congress, the free India 
of the future should apply it in its external relations. That 
part of the resolution ran thus: 

[The All-India Congress Committee] firmly believes 
in the policy and practice of non-violence not only in 
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the struggle for Su/araj, but also, in so far as this may 
be possible of application, in free India. The Committee 
is convinced, and recent world events have demon- 
strated, that complete world disarmament is necessary 
and the establishment of a new and justcr political and 
economic order, if the world is not to destroy itself and 
revert to barbarism. A free India will, therefore, throw 
all her weight in favor of world disarmament and 
should herself be prepared to give a lead in this to the 
world. Such lead will inevitably depend on external 
factors and internal conditions, but the state would do 
its utmost to give effect to this policy of disarmament. 
Effective disarmament and the establishment of world 
peace by the ending of national wars depend ultimately 
on the removal of the causes of wars and national con- 
flicts. These causes must be rooted out by the ending of 
the domination of one country over another and the 
exploitation of one people or group by another. To that 
end India will peacefully labor, and it is with this objec- 
tive in view that the people of India desire to attain the 
status of a free and independent nation. Such freedom 
will be the prelude to the close association with other 
countries within a comity of free nations for the peace 
and progress of the world. 

This declaration, it will be noticed, while strongly af- 
firming the Congress wish for peaceful action and disar- 
mament, also emphasized a number of qualifications and 
limitations. 
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ANOTHER SPLIT 


The internal crisis within the Gingress was resolved in 
1940, and then came a year of prison for large numbers of 
us. In December 1941, however, the same crisis took shape 
again when Gandhiji insisted on complete non-violence. 
Again there was a split and public disagreement, and the 
president of the Congress, Maulana Abul Kalam Azad, 
and others were unable to accept Gandhiji’s view. It be- 
came clear that the Congress as a whole, including some 
of the faithful followers of Gandhiji, disagreed with him 
in this matter. The force of circumstances and the rapid 
succession of dramatic events influenced all of us, includ- 
ing Gandhiji, and he refrained from pressing his view on 
the Congress, though he did not identify himself with 
the Congress view. 

At no other time was this issue raised by Gandhiji in 
the Congress. When later Sir Stafford Cripps came with 
his proposals, there was no question of non-violence. His 
proposals were considered purely from the political point 
of view. In later months, leading up to August 1942, 
Gandhiji’s nationalism and intense desire for freedom 
made him even agree to Congress participation in the war 
if India could function as a free country. For him this 
was a remarkable and astonishing change, involving suf- 
fering of the mind and pain of the spirit. In the conflict 
between that principle of non-violence, which had become 
his very lifeblood and meaning of existence, and India’s 
freedom, which was a dominating and consuming passion 
for him, the scales inclined toward the latter. That did not 
mean, of course, that he weakened in his faith in non- 
violence. But it did mean that he was prepared to agree 
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to the Congress not applying it in this war. The practical 
statesman took precedence over the uncompromising 
prophet.^* 

* « • 

THE WAR APPROACHES INDIA 

The approach of the war to India disturbed Gandhi 
greatly. It was not easy to fit in his policy and program 
of non-violence with this new development. Obviously 
civil disobedience was out of the question in the face of 
an invading army or between two opposing armies. Pas- 
sivity or acceptance of invasion were equally out of the 
question. What then ? His own colleagues, and the Con- 
gress generally, had rejected non-violence for such an 
occasion or as an alternative to armed resistance to inva- 
sion, and he had at last agreed that they had a right to do 
so. But he was none the less troubled, and for his own 
part, as an individual, he could not join any violent course 
of action. But he was much more than an individual; 
W'hether he had any official status or not in the national- 
ist movement, he occupied an outstanding and domi- 
nating position, and his word carried weight with large 
numbers of people. 

Gandhi ji knew India, and especially the Indian masses, 
as very few, if any, have know’n them in the past or the 
present. Not only had he wddely traveled all over India 
and come into touch with millions of people, but there 
w^as something else which enabled him to come into emo- 
tional contact with those masses. He could merge himself 
with the masses and feel with them, and because they 
were conscious of this, they gave him their devotion and 
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loyalty. And yet his view of India was to some extent 
colored by the outlook he had imbibed in his early days 
in Gujrat. The Gujratis were essentially a community of 
peaceful traders and merchants, influenced by the Jain 
doctrine of non-violence. Other parts of India had been 
influenced much less by this, and some not at all. The 
widespread Kshatriya class of warriors certainly did not 
allow it to interfere with war or hunting wild animals. 
Other classes also, including the Brahmans, had been as a 
whole little influenced by it. But Gandhiji took an eclectic 
view of the development of Indian thought and history 
and believed that non-violence had been the basic princi- 
ple underlying it, even though there had been many 
deviations from it. That view appeared to be farfetched, 
and many Indian thinkers and historians did not agree 
with it. This had nothing to do with the merits of non- 
violence in the present stage of human existence, but it 
did indicate a historical bias in Gandhiji’s mind. . . . 

Geography counts still and must count in the future, 
but other factors play a more important role now. Moun- 
tains and seas are no longer barriers but they still deter- 
mine a people’s character and a country’s political and 
economic position. They cannot be ignored in considering 
new schemes of division, partition, or remerging, unless 
the planning is on a world scale. 

Gandhiji’s knowledge of India and the Indian people is 
profound. Though not greatly interested in history as 
such, and perhaps not possessing that feeling for history, 
that historical sense, which some people have, he is fully 
conscious and intimately aware of the historical roots of 
the Indian people. He is well informed about current 
events and follows them carefully, though inevitably he 
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concentrates on present-day Indian problems. He has a 
capacity for picking out the essence of a problem or a 
situation, avoiding non-essentials. Judging everything by 
what he considers the moral aspect, he gets a certain grip 
and a longer perspective. Bernard Shaw has said that 
though Gandhi may commit any number of tactical 
errors, his essential strategy continues to be right. Most 
people, however, are not much concerned with the long 
run; they are far more interested in the tactical advantage 
of the moment.*^ 


# * « 

THE CALL FOR FREEDOM 

There were some, of course, in India who looked upon 
the war as something far bigger and vaster than the petty 
ambitions of the statesmen of the various countries in- 
volved in it, some who felt its revolutionary significance 
in their bones and realized that its ultimate issue and the 
consequences that would flow from it would take the 
world far beyond military victories and the pacts and 
utterances of politicians. But the number of these people 
was inevitably limited, and the great majority, as in other 
countries, took a narrower view, which they called real- 
istic, and were governed by the considerations of the 
moment. Some, inclined to opportunism, adapted them- 
selves to British policy and fitted themselves into it, as 
they would have collaborated with any other authority 
and policy. Some reacted strongly against this policy and 
felt that a submission to it was a betrayal of not only 
India’s cause but the world’s cause. Most people became 
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just passive, static, quiescent, the old failing of the Indian 
people against which we had struggled for so long. 

While this struggle was going on in India’s mind and 
a feeling of desperation was growing, Gandhiji wrote a 
number of articles which suddenly gave a new direction 
to people’s thoughts, or, as often happens, gave shape to 
their vague ideas. Inaction at that critical stage and sub- 
mission to all that was happening had become intolerable 
to him. The only way to meet that situation was for In- 
dian freedom to be recognized and for a free India to 
meet aggression and invasion in co-operation with allied 
nations. If this recognition was not forthcoming, then 
some action must be taken to challenge the existing 
system and wake up the people from the lethargy that 
was paralyzing them and making them easy prey for 
every kind of aggression. 

There was nothing new in this demand, for it was a 
repetition of what we had been saying all along, but there 
was a new urgency and passion in his speech and writing. 
And there was the hint of action. There was no doubt 
that he represented at the moment the prevailing senti- 
ment in India. In a conflict between the two, nationalism 
had triumphed over internationalism, and Gandhiji’s new 
writings created a stir all over India. And yet that nation- 
alism was at no time opposed to internationalism and 
indeed was trying its utmost to find some opening to fit 
in with that larger aspect, if only it could be given an 
opportunity to do so honorably and effectively. There 
was no necessary conflict between the two, for unlike the 
aggressive nationalisms of Europe it did not seek to inter- 
fere with others but rather to co-operate with them to 
their common advantage. National freedom was seen as 
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the essential basis of true internationalism and hence as 
the road to the latter, as well as the real foundation for 
co-operation in the common struggle against fascism and 
nazism. Meanwhile that internationalism which was be- 
ing so much talked about was beginning to look suspi- 
ciously like the old policy of the imperialist powers, in a 
new and yet not so new attire; indeed, it was itself an 
aggressive nationalism, which, in the name of empire or 
commonwealth or mandatary, sought to impose its will 
on others. 

INTERNATIONAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Some of us were disturbed and upset by this new devel- 
opment, for action was futile unless it was effective action, 
and any such effective action must necessarily come in the 
way of war effort at a time when India herself stood in 
peril of invasion. Gandhiji’s general approach also seemed 
to ignore important international considerations and ap- 
peared to be based on a narrow view of nationalism. Dur- 
ing the three years of war we had deliberately followed a 
policy of non-embarrassment, and such action as we had 
indulged in had been in the nature of symbolic protest. 
That symbolic protest had assumed huge dimensions 
when thirty thousand of our leading men and women 
were sent to prison in 1940-41. And yet even that prison- 
going was a selected individual affair and avoided any 
mass upheaval or any direct interference with the govern- 
mental apparatus. We could not repeat that, and if we did 
something else it had to be of a different kind and on a 
more effective scale. Was this not bound to interfere with 
the war on India’s borders and encourage the enemy? 
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These were obvious diflSculties, and we discussed them 
at length with Gandhiji without converting each other. 
The difficulties were there, and risks and perils seemed to 
follow any course of action or inaction. It became a ques- 
tion of balancing them and choosing the lesser evil. Our 
mutual discussions led to a clarification of much that had 
been vague and cloudy, and to Gandhiji’s appreciating 
many international factors to which his attention had 
been drawn. His subsequent writings underwent a 
change, and he himself emphasized these international 
considerations and looked at India’s problem in a wider 
perspective. But his fundamental attitude remained: his 
objection to a passive submission to British autocratic and 
repressive policy in India and his intense desire to do 
something to challenge this. Submission then, according 
to him, meant that India would be broken in spirit, and 
whatever shape the war might take, whatever its end 
might be, her people would act in a servile way and their 
freedom would not be achieved for a long time. It would 
mean also submission to an invader and not continuing 
resistance to him regardless even of temporary military 
defeat or withdrawal. It would mean the complete de- 
moralization of our people and their losing all the 
strength that they had built up during a quarter of a 
century’s unceasing struggle for freedom. It would mean 
that the world would forget India’s demand for freedom 
and the postwar settlement would be governed by the old 
imperialist urges and ambitions. Passionately desirous of 
India’s freedom as he was, India was to him something 
more than his loved homeland; it was the symbol of all 
the colonial and exploited peoples of the world, the acid 
test whereby any world policy must be judged. If India 
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remained unfree, then also the other colonial countries 
and subject races would continue in their present enslaved 
condition and the war would have been fought in vain. 
It was essential to change the moral basis of the war. The 
armies and the navies and air forces would function in 
their respective spheres and they might win by superior 
methods of violence; but to what end was their victory? 
And even armed warfare requires the support of morale; 
had not Napoleon said that in war “the moral is to the 
physical as three to one”? The moral factor of hundreds 
of millions of subject and exploited people all over the 
world realizing and believing that this w^ar was really for 
their freedom was of immense importance even from the 
narrower viewpoint of the war, and much more so for 
the peace to come. The very fact that a crisis had arisen 
in the fortunes of the war necessitated a change in out- 
look and policy and the conversion of these sullen and 
doubting millions into enthusiastic supporters. If this 
miracle could take place, all the military might of the 
Axis powers would be of little avail and their collapse was 
assured. Many of the peoples of the Axis countries might 
themselves be affected by this powerful world sentiment. 

RESISTANCE TO THE INVADER 

In India it was better to convert the sullen passivity of 
the people into a spirit of non-submission and resistance. 
Though that non-submission would be, to begin with, to 
arbitrary orders of the British authorities, it could be 
turned into resistance to an invader. Submissivcncss and 
servility to one would lead to the same attitude toward the 
other and thus to humiliation and degradation. 



Wc were familiar with all these arguments; we believed 
them and had ourselves used them frequently. But the 
tragedy was that the policy of the British government pre- 
vented that miracle from taking place, and all our at- 
tempts to solve the Indian problem even temporarily 
during the course of the war had failed, and all our re- 
quests for a declaration of war aims had been turned 
down. It was certain that a further attempt of this kind 
would also fail. What then ? If it was to be conflict, how- 
soever much it might be justified on moral or other 
grounds, there could be no doubt that it would tend to 
interfere greatly with the war effort in India at a time 
when the danger of invasion was considerable. There was 
no getting away from that fact. And yet, oddly enough, 
it was that very danger that had brought this crisis in our 
minds. For we could not remain idle spectators of it and 
see our country mismanaged and ruined by people whom 
we considered incompetent and wholly incapable of 
shouldering the burden of a people’s resistance which the 
occasion demanded. All our pent-up passion and energy 
sought some outlet, some way of action. 

Gandhiji was getting on in years, he was in the seven- 
ties, and a long life of ceaseless activity, of hard toil, both 
physical and mental, had enfeebled his body. But he was 
still vigorous enough and he felt that all his lifework 
would be in vain if he submitted to circumstances then 
and took no action to vindicate what he prized most. His 
love of freedom for India and all other exploited nations 
and peoples overcame even his strong adherence to non- 
violence. He had previously given a grudging and rather 
reluctant consent to the Congress not adhering to this 
policy in regard to defense and the state’s functions in an 
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emergency, but he had kept himself aloof from this. He 
realized that his halfhearted attitude in this matter might 
well come in the way of a settlement with Britain and the 
United Nations. So he went further and himself spon- 
sored a Congress resolution which declared that the pri- 
mary function of the provisional government of free 
India would be to throw all her great resources in the 
struggle for freedom and against aggression and to co- 
operate fully with the United Nations in the defense of 
India with all the armed as well as other forces at her 
command. It was no easy matter for him to commit him- 
self in this way, but he swallowed the bitter pill, so over- 
powering was his desire that some settlement should be 
arrived at to enable India to resist the aggressor as a free 
nation. 

Many of the theoretical and other differences that had 
often separated some of us from Gandhiji disappeared, 
but still that major difficulty remained — any action on our 
part must interfere with the war effort. Gandhiji, to our 
surprise, still clung to the belief that a settlement with the 
British government was possible, and he said that he 
would try his utmost to achieve it. And so, though he 
talked a great deal about action, he did not define it or 
indicate what he intended to do. 

India’s mood changes 

While we were doubting and debating, the mood of the 
country changed and from a sullen passivity it rose to a 
pitch of excitement and expectation. Events were not 
waiting for a Congress decision or resolution; they had 
been pushed forward by Gandhiji’s utterances, and now 



they were moving onward with their own momentum. 
It was clear that whether Gandhiji was right or wrong, 
he had crystallized the prevailing mood of the people. 
There was a desperateness in it, an emotional urge which 
gave second place to logic and reason or a calm considera- 
tion of the consequences of action. Those consequences 
were not ignored and it was realized that whether any- 
thing was achieved or not^ the price paid in human suffer- 
ing would be heavy. But the price that was being paid 
from day to day in torture of the mind was also heavy, 
and there was no prospect of escape from it. It was better 
to jump into the uncharted seas of action and do some- 
thing rather than be the tame objects of a malign fate. It 
was not a politician’s approach but that of a people grown 
desperate and reckless of consequences. And yet there 
was always an appeal to reason, an attempt to rationalize 
conflicting emotions, to find some consistency in the 
fundamental inconsistencies of human character. The war 
was going to be a long one, to last many more years; 
there had been many disasters and there were likely to be 
more, but the war would continue in spite of them till it 
had tamed and exhausted the passions which gave rise to 
it and which it had itself encouraged. There should be no 
half successes this time, which are often more painful 
than failures. It had taken a wrong turn not only in the 
fields of military action but even more so in regard to the 
more fundamental objectives for which it was supposed 
to be fought. Perhaps such action as we might indulge in 
might draw forcible attention to this latter failure and 
help to give a new and more promising turn. And even if 
present success was lacking it might serve that saving 
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purpose in the longer run, and thus help also in giving 
powerful support in the future to military action. 

If the temper of the people rose, so also did the temper 
of the government. No emotional or other urge was re- 
quired for this, for it was its natural temper and its nor- 
mal way of functioning — ^the way of an alien authority 
in occupation of a subject country. It seemed to welcome 
this opportunity of crushing once for all, as it thought, all 
the elements in the country which dared to oppose its 
will. And for this it prepared accordingly. 

A PLEA FOR SETTLEMENT 

Events marched ahead, and yet, curiously, Gandhiji, 
who had said so much about some action to protect the 
honor of India and affirm her right to freedom and as a 
free nation to co-operate fully in the fight against aggres- 
sion, said nothing at all about the nature of this action. 
Peaceful, of course, it had necessarily to be, but what 
more.^ He began to lay greater stress on the possibilities 
of an agreement with the British government, on his in- 
tention to approach it again and try his utmost to find a 
way out. His final speech at the All-India Congress Com- 
mittee meeting was an earnest plea for a settlement and 
expressed his determination to approach the Viceroy in 
this behalf. Neither in public nor in private at the meet- 
ings of the Congress Working Committee did he hint at 
the nature of the action he had in mind, except in one 
particular. He had suggested privately that in the event 
of failure of all negotiations, he would appeal for some 
kind of non-co-operation and a one-day protest hartal, or 
cessation of all work in the country, something in the 
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nature of a one-day general strike, symbolic of a nation’s 
protest. Even this was a vague suggestion which he did 
not particularize, for he did not want to make any further 
plans till he had made his attempt at a settlement. So 
neither he nor the Congress Working Committee issued 
any kind of directions, public or private, except that 
people should be prepared for all developments and 
should in any event adhere to the policy of peaceful and 
non-violent action. 

Though Gandhiji was still hopeful of finding some way 
out of the impasse, very few persons shared his hope. The 
course of events and all the developments that had taken 
place pointed inevitably to a conflict, and when that stage 
arises middle positions cease to have importance and each 
individual has to choose on which side he will range him- 
self or herself. For Congressmen, as for others who felt 
that way, there was no question of choice; it was incon- 
ceivable that the whole might of a powerful government 
should try to crush our people and that any of us should 
stand by and be passive spectators of a struggle in which 
India’s freedom was involved. Many people, of course, do 
stand by in spite of their sympathies, but any such attempt 
to save himself from the consequences of his own previous 
acts would have been shameful and dishonorable for any 
prominent Congressman. But even apart from this there 
was no choice left for them. The whole of India’s past 
history pursued them, as well as the agony of the present 
and the hope of the future, and all these drove them for- 
ward and conditioned their actions. “The piling up of the 
past upon the past goes on without relaxation,” says Berg- 
son in his Creative Evolution. “In reality, the past is pre- 
served by itself, automatically. In its entirety, probably, it 
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follows US at every instant. . . . Doubtless we think with 
only a small part of our past, but it is with our entire past, 
including the original ^nt of our soul, that we desire, 
will and act.” 


THE “quit INDIA RESOLUTION” 

On August 7 and 8, 1942, in Bombay the All-India 
Congress Committee considered and debated in public 
the resolution which has since come to be known as the 
“Quit India Resolution.” That resolution was a long and 
comprehensive one, a reasoned argument for the immedi- 
ate recognition of Indian freedom and the ending of Brit- 
ish rule in India “both for the sake of India and for the 
success of the cause of the United Nations. The continua- 
tion of that rule is degrading and enfeebling India and 
making her progressively less capable of defending her- 
self and of contributing to the cause of world freedom. 
. . . The possession of empire, instead of adding to the 
strength of the ruling [X)wer, has become a burden and a 
curse. India, the classic land of modern imperialism, has 
become the crux of the question, for by the freedom of 
India will Britain and the United Nations be judged, and 
the peoples of Asia and Africa be filled with hope and 
enthusiasm.” The resolution went on to suggest the for- 
mation of a provisional government which would be com- 
posite and would represent all important sections of the 
people, and whose “primary function must be to defend 
India and resist aggression with all the armed as well as 
the non-violent forces at its command, together with its 
Allied Powers.” This government would evolve a scheme 
for a constituent assembly which would prepare a consti- 
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tution for India acceptable to all sections of the people. 
The constitution would be a federal one, with the largest 
measure of autonomy for the federating units and with 
the residuary powers vesting in those units. “Freedom will 
enable India to resist aggression effectively with the peo- 
ple’s united will and strength behind it.” 

This freedom of India must be the symbol of and 
prelude to the freedom of all other Asiatic nations. 
Further, a world federation of free nations was proposed, 
of which a beginning should be made with the United 
Nations. 

The committee stated that it was “anxious not to em- 
barrass in any way the defence of China and Russia, 
whose freedom is precious and must be preserved, or to 
jeopardize the defensive capacity of the United Nations.” 
(At that time the dangers to China and Russia were the 
greatest.) “But the peril grows both to India and these 
nations, and inaction and submission to a foreign admin- 
istration at this stage is not only degrading India and 
reducing her capacity to defend herself and resist aggres- 
sion but is no answer to that growing peril and is no 
service to the peoples of the United Nations.” 

The Committee again appealed to Britain and the 
United Nations “in the interest of world freedom.” But — 
and there came the sting of the resolution — “the Commit- 
tee is no longer justified in holding the nation back from 
endeavouring to assert its will against an imperialist and 
authoritarian Government which dominates over it and 
prevents it from functioning in its own interest and in 
the interest of humanity. The Committee resolves there- 
fore to sanction, for the vindication of India’s inalienable 
right to freedom and independence, the starting of a mass 
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struggle on non-violent lines” under the inevitable leader- 
ship of Gandhiji. That sanction was to take effect only 
when Gandhi so decided. Finally, it was stated that the 
Committee had “no intention of gaining power for the 
Congress. The power, when it comes, will belong to the 
whole people of India.” 

In their concluding speeches Maulana Abul Kalam 
Azad, the Congress president, and Gandhiji made it clear 
that their next steps would be to approach the Viceroy, as 
representing the British government, and to appeal to the 
heads of the principal United Nations for an honorable 
settlement, which, while recognizing the freedom of In- 
dia, would also advance the cause of the United Nations 
in the struggle against the aggressor Axis powers. 

The resolution was finally passed late in the evening of 
August 8, 1942. A few hours later, in the early morning of 
August 9, a large number of arrests were made in Bombay 
and all over the country.* 

AFTER FREEDOM 

Freedom came to us, our long-sought freedom, and it 
came with a minimum of violence. But immediately after, 
we had to wade through oceans of blood and tears. Worse 
than the blood and tears was the shame and disgrace that 
accompanied them. 

Where were our values and standards then, where was 
our old culture, our humanism and spirituality and all 
that India has stood for in the past. Suddenly darkness 
descended upon this land and madness seized the people. 

•Gandhi was arrested and held in detention until May fl, i94‘l» when, 
seriously ill, he was released. — Ed. 
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Fear and hatred blinded our minds and all the restraints 
which civilization imposes were swept away. Horror piled 
on horror and a sudden emptiness seized us at the brute 
savagery of human beings. The lights seemed all to go 
out; not all, for a few still flickered in the raging tempest. 
We sorrowed for the dead and the dying and for those 
whose suffering was greater than that of death. We sor- 
rowed even more for India, our common mother, for 
whose freedom we had labored these long years. 

The lights seemed to go out. But one bright flame con- 
tinued to burn and shed its light on the surrounding 
gloom. And looking at that pure flame, strength and hope 
returned to us and we felt that whatever momentary dis- 
aster might overwhelm our people, there was the spirit of 
India, strong and unsullied, rising above the turmoil of 
the present and not caring for the petty exigencies of the 
day. 

How many . . . realize what it has meant to India to 
have the presence of Mahatma Gandhi during these 
months.'^ We all know of his magnificent services to India 
and to freedom during the past half century and more. 
But no service could have been greater than what he has 
performed during the past four months when in a dissolv- 
ing world he has been like a rock of purpose and a light- 
house of truth, and his firm low voice has risen above the 
clamors of the multitude, pointing out the path of right- 
ful endeavor. 

And because of this bright flame we could not lose faith 
in India and her people. And yet the surrounding gloom 
was in itself a menace. Why should we relapse into this 
gloom when the sun of freedom had arisen ? 

It is necessary for all of us ... to pause and think for a 
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while on these basic matters, for the future of India is 
taking shape in this present, and the future is going to be 
what millions of young men and women want it to be. 

LESSONS OF WAR 

There is today a narrowness and intolerance and insen- 
sitiveness and lack of awareness which rather frighten me. 
We have recently passed through a great world war. That 
war has not brought peace and freedom, but it should 
teach us many lessons. It brought the downfall of what 
had been called fascism and nazism. Both of these creeds 
were narrow and overbearing and based on hatred and 
violence. I watched their growth in their respective coun- 
tries as well as elsewhere. They brought a certain prestige 
to their people for a while, but they also killed the spirit 
and destroyed all values and standards of thought and be- 
havior. They ended by ruining the nations they sought to 
exalt. 

I see something very similar to that flourishing in India 
today. It talks in the name of nationalism, sometimes of 
religion and culture, and yet it is the very opposite of na- 
tionalism, of true morality and of real culture. If there was 
any doubt of this, the past few months would have shown 
us the real picture. For some years we have had to contend 
against this policy of hatred and violence and narrow 
communalism on the part of a section of the community. 
Now that section has succeeded in forming a state carved 
out of certain parts of India. 

Moslem communalism, which had been such a danger 
and obstruction to Indian freedom, now calls itself a state. 
It has ceased to be a living force in India proper today be- 

123 



cause its strength is concentrated in other parts. But it has 
resulted in degrading other sections of the community 
who seek to copy it and sometimes even to improve upon 
it. 

We have now to face this reaction in India and the cry 
is raised for a communal state, even though the word may 
be different. And not only the communal state is de- 
manded but in all fields of political and cultural activity 
the same narrowing and strangling demand is put for- 
ward. 

If we look back at India’s long history we find that our 
forefathers made wonderful progress whenever they 
looked out at the world with clear and fearless eyes and 
kept the windows of their minds open to give and to re- 
ceive. And, in later periods, when they grew narrow in 
outlook and shrank from outside influences India suffered 
a setback, politically and culturally. What a magnificent 
inheritance we have got, though we have abused it often 
enough. India has been and is a vital nation, in spite of all 
the misery and suffering she has experienced. That vitality 
in the realm of constructive and creative effort spread to 
many parts of the Asian world and elsewhere and brought 
splendid conquests in its train. These conquests were not 
so much of the sword but of the mind and heart, which 
bring healing and which endure when the men of the 
sword and their work are forgotten. But that very vitality, 
if not rightly and creatively directed, may turn inward 
and destroy and degrade. 

Even during the brief span of our lives we have seen 
these two forces at play in India and the world at large — 
the force of constructive and creative effort and the force 
of destruction. Which will triumph in the end ? And on 
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whicli side do we stdnd ? Thsit is 3 vitsl (question for csich. 
one of us and, more especially, for those from whom the 
leaders of the nation will be drawn, and on whom the 
burden of tomorrow will fall. We dare not sit on the fence 
and refuse to face the issue. We dare not allow our minds 
to be muddled by passion and hatred when clear thought 
and effective action are necessary. 

WHAT KIND OF INDIA? 

What kind of India are we working for? And what 
kind of world? Are hatred and violence and fear and 
communalism and narrow provincialism to mold our 
future ? Surely not, if there has been any truth in us and in 
our professions. Here in this city of Allahabad, dear to me 
not only because of my close association with it but also 
because of its part in India’s history, my boyhood and 
youth were spent in dreaming dreams and seeing visions 
of India’s future. Was there any real substance in those 
dreams or were they merely the fancies of a fevered brain ? 
Some small part of those dreams has come true but not in 
the manner I had imagined, and so much still remains, 
instead of a feeling of triumph at achievement, there is an 
emptiness and distress at the sorrow that surrounds us, 
and we have to wipe the tears from a million eyes. . . . 

Let us be clear about our national objective. We aim at 
a strong, free and democratic India where every citizen 
has an equal place and full opportunity of growth and 
service, where present-day inequalities in wealth and 
status have ceased to be, where our vital impulses are di- 
rected to creative and co-operative endeavor. In such an 
India communalism, separatism, isolation, untouchability, 
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bigotry, and exploitation of man by man has no place, and 
while religion is free, it is not allowed to interfere with the 
political and economic aspects of a nation’s life. 

If that is so then all this business of Hindu and Moslem 
and Christian and Sikh must cease so far as our political 
life is concerned and we must build a united but com- 
posite nation where both individual and national freedom 
are secure. 

We have passed through grievous trials. We have sur- 
vived them but at a terrible cost, and the legacy they have 
left in tortured minds and stunted souls will pursue us for 
a long time. Our trials are not over. Let us prepare our- 
selves for them in the spirit of free and disciplined men 
and women, stout of heart and purpose, who will not 
stray from the right path or forget our ideals and objec- 
tives. We have to start this work of healing and we have 
to build and create. The wounded body and spirit of India 
call upon all of us to dedicate ourselves to this great task. 
May we be worthy of the task and of India.^® 
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VI 


FRIENDS and comrades, the light has gone 
out of our lives and there is darkness everywhere.* I do 
not know what to tell you and how to say it. Our beloved 
leader, Bapu as we called him, the father of the nation, is 
no more. Perhaps I am wrong to say that. Nevertheless, 
we will not see him again as we have seen him for these 
many years. We will not run to him for advice and seek 
solace from him and that is a terrible blow not to me only 
but to millions and millions in this country, and it is a 
little difficult to soften the blow by any other advice that I 
or anyone else can give you. 

The light has gone out, I said, and yet I was wrong. For 
the light that shone in this country was no ordinary light. 
The light that has illumined this country for these many 
years will illumine this country for many more years and 
a thousand years later that light will still be seen in this 
country and the world will see it and it will give solace to 
innumerable hearts. For that light represented something 
more than the immediate present; it represented the liv- 
ing truth . . . the eternal truths, reminding us of the right 

* Gandhi was assassinated Januar>’ 30, 1948. The same cvenins Nehru 
made this broadcast extempore, without script or any jneparation, over the 
All -India Radio. 
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path, drawing us from error, taking this ancient country 
to freedom. 

All this has happened when there was so much more 
for him to do. We could never think that he was unneces- 
sary or that he had done his task. But now, particularly, 
when we are faced with so many difficulties, his not being 
with us is a blow most terrible to bear. 

A madman has put an end to his life, for I can only 
call him mad who did it, and yet there has been enough 
of poison spread in this country during the past years and 
months and this poison has had e^ect on people’s minds. 
We must face this poison, we must root out this poison 
and we must face all the perils that encompass us and 
face them not madly or badly but rather in the way that 
our beloved teacher taught us to face them. The first thing 
to remember now is that no one of us dare misbehave be- 
cause we are angry. We have to behave like strong and 
determined people, determined to face all the perils that 
surround us, determined to carry out the mandate that 
our great teacher and our great leader has given us, re- 
membering always that if, as I believe, his spirit looks 
upon us and sees us, nothing would displease his soul so 
much as to see that we have indulged in any small be- 
havior or any violence. 

So we must not do that. But that does not mean that we 
should be weak but rather tliat we should in strength and 
in unity face all the troubles that are in front of us. We 
must hold together and all our petty troubles and difBcul- 
ties and conflicts must be ended in the face of this great 
disaster. A great disaster is a symbol to us to remember all 
the big things of life and forget the small things, of which 
we have thought too much. 
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It was proposed by some friends that Mahatmaji’s body 
should be embalmed for a few days to enable millions of 
people to pay their last homage to him. But it was his 
wish, repeatedly expressed, that no such thing should hap- 
pen, that this should not be done, that he was entirely 
opposed to any embalming of his body. 

Tomorrow should be a day of fasting and prayer for all 
of us. Those who live elsewhere out of Delhi and in other 
parts of India will no doubt also take such part as they can 
in this last homage. For them also let this be a day of fast- 
ing and prayer. And at the appointed time for cremation, 
that is 4 p.m. tomorrow afternoon, people should go to the 
river or to the sea and offer prayers there. And while we 
pray, the greatest prayer that we can offer is to take a 
pledge to dedicate ourselves to the truth and to the cause 
for which this great countryman of ours lived and for 
which he has died.*^ 


* * * 


A GLORY DEPARTED 

I have a sense of utter shame both as an individual and 
as head of the government of India that we should have 
failed to protect the greatest treasure we possessed. It is 
our failure, as it has been our failure in the past many 
months, to give protection to many an innocent man, 
woman, and child. It may be that that burden and task 
was too great for us or for any government; nevertheless, 
it is a failure, and today the fact that this mighty person, 
whom we honored and loved beyond measure, has gone 
because we could not give him adequate protection is 
shame for all of us. It is shame to me as an Indian that an 
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Indian should have raised his hand against him, it is 
shame to me as a Hindu that a Hindu should have done 
this deed and done it to the greatest Indian of the day and 
the greatest Hindu of the age. 

We praise people in well-chosen words and we have 
some kind of measure for greatness. How shall we praise 
him and how shall we measure him, because he was not 
of the common clay that all of us are made of? He came, 
lived a fairly long span of life, and has passed away. No 
words of praise of ours in this house are needed, for he 
has had greater praise in his life than any living man in 
history and during these two or three days since his death 
he has had the homage of the world. What can we add to 
that? How can we praise him? — how can we who have 
been children of his, and perhaps more intimately chil- 
dren of his than the children of his body, for we have all 
been in some greater or smaller measure the children of 
his spirit, unworthy as we were? 

A glory has departed and the sun that warmed and 
brightened our lives has set and we shiver in the cold and 
dark. Yet he would not have us feel this way after all 
that glory that we saw, for all these years that man with 
divine fire changed us also, and, such as we are, we have 
been molded by him during these years and out of that 
divine lire many of us also took a small spark which 
strengthened and made us work to some extent on the 
lines that he fashioned ; and so if we praise him our words 
seem rather small and if we praise him to some extent 
we praise ourselves. Great men and eminent men have 
monuments in bronze and marble set up for them, but 
this man of divine fire managed in his lifetime to become 
enmeshed in millions and millions of hearts so that all of 



US have become somewhat of the stuff that he was made 
of, though to an infinitely lesser degree. He spread out 
over India, not in palaces only or in select places or in 
assemblies, but in every hamlet and hut of the lowly and 
of those who suffer. He lives in the hearts of millions and 
he will live for immemorial ages. 

What then can we say about him except to feel humble 
on this occasion.^ To praise him we are not worthy, to 
praise him whom we could not follow adequately and 
sufEciently. It is almost doing him an injustice just to pass 
him by with words when he demanded work and labor 
and sacrifice from us in large measure. He made this 
country during the last thirty years or more attain to 
heights of sacrifice which in that particular domain have 
never been equaled elsewhere. He succeeded in that, yet 
ultimately things happened which, no doubt, made him 
suffer tremendously, though his tender face never lost its 
smile and he never spoke a harsh word to anyone. Yet he 
must have suffered, suffered for the failing of this gen- 
eration whom he had trained, suffered because we went 
away from the path that he had shown us, and ultimately 
the hand of a child of his — for he, after all, is as much a 
child of his as any other Indian — the hand of that child 
of his struck him down. 

Long ages afterward history will judge of this period 
that we have passed through. It will judge of the suc- 
cesses and failures. We are too near to be proper judges 
of and understand what has happened and what has not 
happened. All we know is that there was glory and that 
it is no more. All we know is that for the moment there 
is darkness: not so dark certainly, because when we look 
into our hearts we still find the living flame which he 



lighted there, and if those living flames exist there will 
not be darkness in this land and we shall be able with 
our effort, praying with him and following his path, to 
illumine this land again, small as we are, but still with 
the fire that he instilled into us. He was perhaps the 
greatest symbol of the India of the past, and, may I say, 
of the India of the future, that we could have. We stand 
in this perilous age of the present between that past and 
the future to be, and we face all manner of perils, and the 
greatest peril is sometimes a lack of faith that comes to 
us, the sense of frustration that comes to us, the sinking 
of the heart and of the spirit that comes to us when we see 
ideals go overboard, when we see the great things that we 
talked about somehow pass into empty words and life 
taking a different course. Yet I do believe that perhaps 
this period will pass soon enough. 

Great as this man of God was in his life, he has been 
greater in his death, and I have no shadow of a doubt that 
by his death he has served the great cause as he served it 
throughout his life. We mourn him, we shall always 
mourn him, because we are human and cannot forget 
our valued master; but I know that he would not like us 
to mourn him. No tears came to his eyes when his dearest 
and closest went away, only the firm resolve to persevere, 
to serve the great cause that he had chosen. So he would 
chide us if we merely mourn. That is a poor way of doing 
homage to him. The only way is to express our determina- 
tion, to pledge ourselves anew, to conduct ourselves so and 
to dedicate ourselves to the great task which he undertook 
and which he accomplished to such a large extent. So we 
have to work, we have to labor, we have to sacrifice, and 
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thus prove to some extent at least worthy followers of 
hts* • • • 

This happening, this tragedy, is not merely the isolated 
act of a madman. It comes out of a certain atmosphere of 
violence and hatred that has prevailed in this country for 
many months and years, and more especially in the past 
few months. That atmosphere envelops us and surrounds 
us, and if we are to serve the cause he put before us we 
have to face this atmosphere, to combat it, struggle against 
it, and root out the evil of hatred and violence. So far as 
this government is concerned I trust they will spare no 
means, spare no effort to tackle it, because if we do not 
do that, if we in our weakness or for any other reason that 
we may consider adequate do not take effective means to 
stop this violence, to stop this spreading of hatred by 
word of mouth or writing or act, then, indeed, we are not 
worthy of being in this government, we are not certainly 
worthy of being his followers, and we are not worthy of 
even saying words of praise for this great soul who has 
departed. So that on this occasion or any other when we 
think of this great master who has gone, let us always 
think of him in terms of work and labor and sacrifice, in 
terms of fighting evil wherever we see it, in terms of hold- 
ing to the truth, as he put it before us, and if wc do so, 
however unworthy we may be, we shall at least have done 
our duty and paid the proper homage to his spirit. 

He has gone, and all over India there is a feeling of 
having been left desolate and forlorn. All of us sense that 
feeling and I do not know when wc shall be able to get 
rid of it. And yet, together with that feeling, there is also 
a feeling of proud thanksgiving that it has been given to 
us of this generation to be associated with this mighty 
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person. In the ages to come, centuries and maybe millen- 
niums after us, people will think of this generation when 
this man of God trod the earth and will think of us who, 
however small, could also follow his path and probably 
tread on that holy ground where his feet had been. Let us 
be worthy of him, let us always be so.^® 

BAPU 

Ninctccn-sixtcen. Over thirty-two years ago. That was 
when I first saw Bapu, and an age has gone by since then. 
Inevitably one looks back and memories crowd in. What 
a strange period this has been in India’s history and the 
story, with all its ups and downs and triumphs and de- 
feats, has the quality of a ballad and a romance. Even our 
trivial lives were touched by a halo of romance, because 
we lived through this period and were actors, in greater 
or lesser degree, in the great drama of India. 

This period has been full of wars and upheavals and 
stirring events all over the world. Yet events in India 
stand out in distinctive outline because they were on an 
entirely different plane. If a person studied this period 
without knowing much of Bapu, he would wonder how 
and why all this happened in India. It is difficult to ex- 
plain it; it is even difficult to understand by the cold light 
of reason why each one of us behaved as he or she did. It 
sometimes happens that an individual or even a nation is 
swept away by some gust of emotion or feeling into a par- 
ticular type of action, sometimes noble action, more often 
ignoble action. But that passion and feeling pass and the 
individual soon returns to his normal levels of action and 
inaction. 
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The surprising thing about India during this period was 
not only that the country as a whole functioned on a high 
plane, but also that it functioned more or less continuously 
for a lengthy period on that plane. That indeed was a re- 
markable achievement. It cannot easily be explained or 
understood unless one looks upon the astonishing person- 
ality that molded this period. Like a colossus he stands 
astride half a century of India’s history, a colossus not of 
the body but of the mind and spirit. 

We mourn for Bapu and feel orphaned. Looking back 
at his magnificent life, what is there to mourn for? Surely 
to very very few human beings in history could it have 
been given to find so much fulfillment in their own lives. 
He was sad for our failures and unhappy at not having 
raised India to greater heights. That sadness and unhappi- 
ness are easy to understand. Yet w^ho dares say that his life 
was a failure ? W hatever he touched he turned into some- 
thing worth while and precious. Whatever he did yielded 
substantial results, though perhaps not as great as he 
hoped for. One carried away the impression that he could 
not really fail in anything diat he attempted. According 
to the teachings of the Gita, he labored dispassionately 
without attachment to results, and so results came to him. 

During his long life, full of hard work and activity and 
novel adventures out of the common rut, there is hardly 
any jarring note anywhere. All his manifold activities be- 
came progressively a symphony and every word he spoke 
and every gesture that he made fitted into this, and so un- 
consciously he became the perfect artist, for he had learned 
the art of living, though the way of life he had adopted 
was very different from the world’s way. It became appar- 
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ent that the pursuit of truth and goodness leads among 
other things to this artistry in life. 

As he grew older his body seemed to be just a vehicle 
for the mighty spirit within him. Almost one forgot the 
body as one listened to him or looked at him, and so 
where he sat became a temple and where he trod was hal- 
lowed ground. 

Even in his death there was a magnificence and com- 
plete artistry. It was from every point of view a fitting 
climax to the man and to the life he had lived. Indeed it 
heightened the lesson of his life. He died in the fullness of 
his powers and as he would no doubt have liked to die, 
at the moment of prayer. He died a martyr to the cause of 
unity to which he had always been devoted and for which 
he had worked unceasingly, more especially during the 
past year or more. He died suddenly as all men should 
wish to die. There was no fading away of the body or a 
long illness or the forgetfulness of the mind that comes 
with age. Why then should we grieve for him ? Our mem- 
ories of him will be of the Master, whose step was light to 
the end, whose smile was infectious, and whose eyes were 
full of laughter. We shall associate no failing powers with 
him of body or mind. He lived and he died at the top of 
his strength and powers, leaving a picture in our minds 
and in the mind of the age that we live in that can never 
fade away. 

That picture will not fade. But he did something much 
more than that, for he entered into the very stuff of our 
minds and spirits and changed them and molded them. 
The Gandhi generation will pass away, but that stuff will 
remain and will affect each succeeding generation, for it 
has become a part of India’s spirit. Just when we were 
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growing poor in spirit in this country, Bapu came to en- 
rich us and make us strong, and the strength he gave us 
was not for a moment or a day or a year but it was some- 
thing added on to our national inheritance. 

Bapu has done a giant’s work for India and the world 
and even for our poor selves, and he has done it astonish- 
ingly well. And now it is our turn not to fail him or his 
memory but to carry on the work to the best of our ability 
and to fulfill the pledges we have so often taken.^® 

# * * 


TWO WEEKS AFTER 

Two weeks have passed since India and the world 
learned that tragedy which will shame India for ages to 
come, two weeks of sorrow and searching heart and 
strong dormant emotions rising in floods of tears from 
millions of eyes. Would that those tears washed away our 
weakness and littleness and made us a little worthy of the 
master for whom we sorrowed. 

Two weeks of homage and tribute from every corner 
of the globe, from kings and potentates and those in high 
authority, to the common man everywhere who instinc- 
tively looked to him as a friend, a comrade, and a cham- 
pion. 

The flood of emotion will tone down gradually as all 
such emotions do, though none of us can ever be the same 
as we were before, for he has entered into the very texture 
of our lives and minds. 

People talk of memorials to him in statues of bronze or 
marble or pillars, and thus they mock him and belie his 
message. What tribute shall we pay him that he would 
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have appreciated ? He has shown us the way to live and 
the way to die, and if we have not understood that lesson, 
it would be better we raised no memorial to him, for the 
only fit memorial is to follow reverently in the path he 
showed us and do our duty in life and in death. 

He was a Hindu and an Indian and the greatest in many 
generations, and he was proud of being a Hindu and an 
Indian. To him India was dear because she had repre- 
sented throughout the ages certain immutable truths. 
But though he was intensely religious and came to be 
called the Father of the Nation which he had liberated, 
yet no narrow religious or national bonds confined his 
spirit. And so he became a great internationalist, believ- 
ing in the essential unity of man, the underlying unity of 
all religions and needs of humanity, and more specifically 
devoting himself to the service of the poor distressed and 
oppressed millions everywhere. 

His death brought more tributes than have ever been 
paid at the passing away of any other human being in 
history. Perhaps what would have pleased him best was 
the spontaneous tributes that came from the people of 
Pakistan. On the morrow of the tragedy all of us forgot 
for a while the bitterness that had crept in and the 
estrangement and conflict of these past months, and 
Gandhiji stood out as die beloved champion and leader 
of the people of India as it was before partition cut up 
this living nation. 

What was the great power over the mind and heart of 
man due to ? Ages to come will judge and we are too near 
him to assess the many facets and his extraordinarily rich 
personality. But even we realize that his dominating pas- 
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sion was truth. That truth led him to proclaim without 
ceasing that good ends can never be attained by evil 
methods, that the end itself is distorted if the method 
pursued is bad. That truth led him to confess publicly 
whenever he thought he had made a mistake — Hima- 
layan errors, he called some of his own mistakes. That 
truth led him to fight evil and untruth wherever he found 
them regardless of consequences. That truth made service 
of the poor and dispossessed the passion of his life, for 
where there is inequality and discrimination and suppres- 
sion there is injustice and evil and untruth. And thus he 
became beloved by all those who have suffered from social 
and political evils, and a great representative of humanity 
as it should be. 

His physical body has left us and we shall never sec him 
again or hear his gentle voice or run to him for counsel. 
But his imperishable memory and immortal message re- 
main with us. How can we honor them and live up to 
them ? 

He was a great unifier in India who taught us not only 
bare tolerance of others but the willing acceptance of 
them as our friends and comrades in common undertak- 
ings. He taught us to rise above our little selves and preju- 
dices and to see good in others. His last few months and 
his very death symbolize to us this message of large- 
hearted tolerance and unity. A little while before he died 
we pledged ourselves in this before him. We must keep 
that pledge and remember that India is a common home 
to all those who live here, to whatever religion they may 
belong. They are equal sharers in our great inheritance 
and they have equal rights and obligations. Ours is a 
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composite nation as all great nations must necessarily be. 
Any narrowness in outlook, any attempt to confine the 
boimds of this great nation, will be a betrayal to his final 
lesson to us and will surely lead to disaster and loss of 
that freedom for which he labored and which he gained 
for us in a large measure. 

Equally important is the service of the common man in 
India, who has suffered so much in the past. His claims 
must be paramount and everything that comes in the way 
of his betterment must have second place. Not merely 
from moral and humanitarian grounds but also from 
the viewpoint of political common sense, it has become 
essential to raise the standards of the common man and 
give him full opportunity to progress.*® 

* • * 

THE IMMERSION OF THE ASHES* 

The last journey has ended. The final pilgrimage has 
been made. For over fifty years Mahatma Gandhi 
wandered about all over our great country, from the 
Himalayas and the North Western Frontier and the 
Brahmaputra in the North East to Kenya Kumari (Cape 
Comorin) in the far South. He visited every part and 
corner of this country, not as a mere tourist or visitor for 
the sake of amusement, but in order to understand and 

•On the morning of February 12, 1948, Gandhi's ashes were carried 
in a mighty procession to the river bank, transferred to a boat, and taken 
to the place where the waters of the Ganges and Jamna rivers actually meet, 
where they wxrc immersed. After the immersion ceremony, Jawaharlal Nehru 
addressed the great gathering, estimated at over a million people, assembled 
on the river bank. He spoke extempore in Hindustani, and this translation 
has been made from the recorded notes. 
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serve the Indian people. Perhaps no other Indian in his- 
tory has travelled about so much in India or got to know 
the common people so well and served them so abun- 
dantly. And now his journey in this world is over, though 
we have still to continue for a while. Many people are 
moved to grief, and this is proper and natural. But why 
should we grieve ? Do we grieve for him or for something 
else ? In his life as in his death there has been a radiance 
which will illumine our country for ages to come. Why 
then should we grieve for him? Let us grieve rather for 
ourselves, for our own weaknesses, for the illwill in our 
hearts, for our dissensions and for our conflicts. Remem- 
ber that it was to remove all these that Mahatmaji gave 
his life. Remember that during the past few months it 
was on this that he concentrated his vast energy and serv- 
ice. If we honor him, do we honor his name only or do 
we honor what he stood for, his advice and teachings, 
and more specially what he died for? 

Let us, standing here on the banks of the Ganges, 
search our own hearts and ask ourselves the question: 
How far have we followed the path shown to us by 
Gandhiji and how far have we tried to live in peace and 
co-operation with others? If even now we follow the 
right path, it will be well with us and well with our 
country. 

Our country gave birth to a mighty one and he shone 
like a beacon not only for India but for the whole world. 
And yet he was done to death by one of our own brothers 
and compatriots. How did this happen ? You might think 
that it was an act of madness, but that does not explain 
this tragedy. It could only occur because the seed for it 
was sown in the poison of hatred and enmity that spread 
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throughout the country and affected so many of our 
people. Out of that seed grew this poisonous plant. It is 
the duty of all of us to fight this poison of hatred and 
illwill. If we have learned anything from Gandhiji, we 
must bear no illwill or enmity towards any person. The 
individual is not our enemy. It is the poison within him 
that we fight and which we must put an end to. We are 
weak and feeble, but Gandhiji’s strength passed to us 
also to some extent. In his reflected glory we also gained 
in stature. The splendor and the strength were his and 
the path he showed was also his. We stumbled often 
enough and fell down in our attempts to follow that path 
and serve our people as he wanted use to serve them. 

Our pillar of strength is no more. But why do we say 
that ? His image is enshrined in the hearts of the million 
men and women who are present here today, and hun- 
dreds of millions of our countrymen, who are not present 
here, will also never forget him. Future generations of 
our people, who have not seen him or heard him, will 
also have that image in their hearts because that image 
is now a part of India’s inheritance and history. Thirty 
or forty years ago began in India what is called the 
Gandhi Age. It has come to an end today. And yet I 
am wrong, for it has not ended. Perhaps it has really 
begun now, although somewhat differently. Thus far we 
have been leaning on him for advice and support, from 
now onwards we have to stand on our own feet and to 
rely on ourselves. May his memory inspire us and his 
teachings light our path. Remember his ever-recurring 
message: “Root out fear from your hearts and malice, 
put an end to violence and internecine conflict, keep your 
country free.” 
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He brought us to freedom and the world marvelled at 
the way he did it. But at the very moment of gaining 
our freedom we forgot the lesson of the Master. A wave 
of frenzy and fanaticism overtook our people and we dis- 
graced the fair name of India. Many of our youth were 
misled and took to wrong paths. Are we to drive them 
away and crush them ? They are our own people and we 
have to win them over and mold them and train them to 
right thought and action. 

The communal poison, which has brought disaster 
upon us, will put an end to our freedom also if we arc not 
vigilant and if we do not take action in time. It was to 
awaken us to this impending danger that Gandhiji under- 
took his last fast two or three weeks ago. His self-cruci- 
fixion roused the nation’s conscience and we pledged 
before him to behave better. It was only then that he 
broke his fast. 

Gandhiji used to observe silence for one day in every 
week. Now that voice is silenced forever and there is 
unending silence. And yet that voice resounds in our cars 
and in our hearts, and it will resound in the minds and 
hearts of our people, and even beyond the borders of 
India, in the long ages to come. For that voice is the voice 
of truth, and though truth may occasionally be suppressed 
it can never be put down. Violence for him was the op- 
posite of truth and therefore he preached to us against 
violence not only of the hand but of the mind and heart. 
If we do not give up this internecine violence and have 
the utmost forbearance and friendliness to others, we arc 
doomed as a nation. The path of violence is perilous and 
freedom seldom exists for long where there is violence. 
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Our talk of Swarajya and the people’s freedom is mean- 
ingless, if we have internal violence and conflict. 

I see large numbers of soldiers of the Indian Army in 
this audience. It is their proud privilege and duty to 
defend the integrity and honor of this country of ours. 
They can only do so if they stand together and function 
together. If they fell out among themselves, what would 
their strength be worth and how could they then serve 
their country? 

Democracy demands discipline, tolerance and mutual 
regard. Freedom demands respect for the freedom of 
others. In a democracy changes are made by mutual dis- 
cussion and persuasion and not by violent means. If a 
Government has not got popular support, another gov- 
ernment takes its place which commands that popular 
support. It is only small groups, who know that they 
cannot get sufficient popular support, that resort to meth- 
ods of violence, imagining in their folly that they can 
gain their ends in this way. This is not only utterly wrong 
but it is also utterly foolish. For the reaction to the 
violence of the minority, which seeks to coerce the ma- 
jority, is to provoke the majority into violence against 
them. 

This great tragedy has happened because many persons, 
including some in high places, have poisoned the atmos- 
phere of this country of ours. It is the duty of the gov- 
ernment as well as the people to root out this poison. We 
have had our lesson at a terrible cost. Is there anyone 
among us now who will not pledge himself after 
Gandhiji’s death to fulfil his mission — a mission for 
which the greatest man of our country, the greatest man 
in the world, has laid down his life? 
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You and I and all of us will go back from these sands 
of our noble river, the Ganges. We shall feel sad and 
lonely. We shall never sec Gandhiji again. We used to run 
to him for advice and guidance whenever we were con- 
fronted with any great problem or when we felt ill at 
ease or in doubt. There is none to advise us now or to 
share our burdens. It is not I alone or a few of us who 
looked up to him for help. Thousands and hundreds of 
thousands of our countrymen considered him as their 
intimate friend and counsellor. All of us felt as if we 
were his children. Rightly he was called the Father of 
our Nation and in millions of homes today there is 
mourning as on the passing away of a beloved father. 

We shall go away from this river bank sad and lonely. 
But we shall also think with pride of the high and unique 
privilege that has been ours to have had for our chief and 
leader and friend this mighty person, who carried us to 
great heights on the way to freedom and truth. And the 
way of struggle that he taught us was also the way of 
truth. Remember also that the path he showed us was 
one of fighting for the good and against evil and not the 
way of sitting quietly on the peaks of the Himalayas. 
And so we have to fight on and not seek escape or rest. 
We have to do our duty and fulfil the pledges we have 
given him. Let us tread the path of truth and Dharma. 
Let us make India a great country in which goodwill and 
harmony prevail and every man and woman, irrespective 
of faith and belief, can live in dignity and freedom. 

How often we have shouted “Mahatma Gandhi Ki 
Jai.” By shouting this slogan we thought we had done 
our duty. Gandhiji always felt pained to hear this shout- 
ing, for he knew what little it meant and how often it 
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just took the place of action or even of thought. “Ma- 
hatma Gandhi Ki Jai” — “Victory to Mahatma Gandhi,” 
what victory could we wish him or give him ? He was the 
Victorious One in life and in death. It is you and 1 and 
this unfortunate country that have to struggle for victory. 

Throughout his life he thought of India in terms of 
the poor and the oppressed and the downtrodden. To 
raise them and free them was the mission of his life. He 
adopted their ways of life and dress so that none in the 
country may feel lowly. Victory to him was the growth 
of freedom of these people. 

What kind of triumph did Gandhiji wish for us ? Not 
the triumph for which most people and countries strive 
through violence, fraud, treachery and evil means. That 
kind of victory is not stable. For the foundations of a 
lasting victory can only be laid on the rock of truth. 
Gandhiji gave us a new method of struggle and political 
warfare and a new kind of diplomacy. He demonstrated 
the efficacy of truth and goodwill and non-violence in 
politics. He taught us to respect and co-operate with every 
Indian as a man and as a fellow-citizen, irrespective of 
his political belief or religious creed. We all belong to 
Mother India and have to live and die here. We all are 
equal partners in the freedom that we have won. Every- 
one of our three or four hundred million people must 
have an equal right to the opportunities and blessings that 
free India has to offer. It was not for a few privileged 
persons that Gandhiji strove for and died for. We have to 
strive for the same ideal and in the same way. Then only 
shall we be worthy to say “Mahatma Gandhi Ki Jai.” 
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